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ABSTRACT 

The Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with constructingwd operating 
an additional Electronic Combat Training (ECT) facility at Naval Air Station Whidbey 
Island (NASWI), Island County, Washington. The proposed ECT facility includes a 
single-story structure with a round dome, or radome, mounted on top of the structure. 
The total height of the proposed facility is 45 feet, with an adjacent telescoping antenna 
of up to 45 feet. The Navy may ultimately locate the antenna inside the radome resulting 
in a 5-fOOt increase in the height of the facility, but no outside antenna. In either case, the 
building would be surrounded by a security fence with a gravel parking lot accessed by a 
gravel driveway from Keystone Road. The proposed ECT facility would house an 
electronic device called a threat signal generator or Device ANFSQ-T22. The device 
does not use radar. Current Navy training practices involving electronic warfare aircraft 
(EA-6B and P-3EP-3) at NASWI require the sending of controlled electronic signals to 
enable aircrews to practice rapid identification, location, and reaction to simulated threat 
signals from multiple ground sources. A single existing ECT facility (Device 15E34A) 
currently operates at NASWI, Seaplane Base. To satisfy current training requirements 
and improve aircrew training capability, a second threat signal source from another ECT 
facility is needed. This additional capability is required to support current and follow-on 
EA-6B hardwarehoftware improvements and to maximize in-flight aircrew training in the 
Pacific Northwest. Continued lack of this type of training facility would affect aircrew 
training requirements and ultimately combat readiness. 

The Navy conducted an assessment of 14 alternative locations for the proposed ECT 
facility in northwest Washington and Oregon (See Appendices A and B). Based on 
physical and operational exclusionary and evaluative criteria, only one Naval installation 
was acceptable: Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville at NASWI. 

The proposed site for the ECT facility is in central Whidbey Island about 2.5 miles 
southeast of the town of Coupeville, Washington. The Navy currently uses OLF 
Coupeville as a training or bounce runway for simulated night-time carrier landings by 
Navy aircraft. Existing Navy development at OLF Coupeville is relatively minor and 
includes a lighted single runway, small tower and operations building, fire station, water 
storage tank, caretaker residence, and other buildings. Approximately 72 percent of OLF 
Coupeville is in outleased agricultural use as airfield buffer, primarily non-irrigated hay 
grass. 

This assessment considered the detailed physical siting requirements, operational 
considerations, and electronic requirements of the operator, the Electronic Combat Wing, 
U.S. Pacific Fleet, NASWI. This Navy organization would operate and maintain both the 
existing and the proposed ECT facility. Within OLF Coupeville, two potential sites were 
identified by the Navy: Site #1, located to the southwest and Site #2, located to the 
northeast. The preferred site is in the southwest comer between the runway and Keystone 
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Road. Construction and operation of the proposed ECT facility would not affect current 
or planned air operations at the airfield. 

OLF Coupeville is adjacent to the southeastern boundary of the 17,400-acre Central 
Whidbey Island Historical District (CWIHD, or the District) and Ebey’s Landing 
National Historical Reserve (ELNHR, or the Reserve). The CWIHD and ELNHR have a 
contiguous boundary and the CWIHD has been placed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP, or the National Register). The preferred site for the proposed 
ECT facility is approximately 300 feet outside of and east of the  
boundary, which parallels Keystone Road. 

This EA addresses potential impacts of construction and land-based operation of the 
proposed ECT facility at the preferred site at OLF Coupeville. In addition, the No Action 
Alternative (as required by the National Environmental Policy Act) is addressed. This 
EA does not address aircraft operations at NASWI or OLF Coupeville. Aircraft in 
contact with the proposed ECT facility would be flying within the Darrington Airspace 
and Olympic Military Operating Area (MOA) in Washington State. Aircraft operations 
at NASWI are currently being evaluated in a separate ongoing Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) being prepared by the Navy. 

Principal areas of concern addressed in this EA include the potential impacts of the 
proposed ECT facility on the electromagnetic environment, cultural resources, and 

 quality. Potential electromagnetic impacts, such as equipment 
interference, were addressed as part of the Navy’s Site Approval process. The Navy 
would comply with all applicable Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) 
standards. 

To evaluate cultural resources, the Navy held several meetings with members of the Trust 
Board of ELNHR to discuss their concerns regarding potential visual impacts to the 
nearby Reserve. Input from these meetings led the Navy to include several project 
enhancements as part of the Proposed Action specifically designed to respond to potential 
visual concerns and to avoid any project-related impacts to the cultural resources in the 
area. The Trust Board would prefer that the ECT facility be located at a site that is not 
visible from the Reserve. As detailed in the Alternatives Analysis (see Appendix B), 
however, no other site meets the Navy’s unique ECT facility requirements. Therefore, no 
other site is suitable for the Proposed Action. 

 quality is particularly important in determining the impact of the 
proposed project on the ELNHR. The site of the proposed ECT facility was selected to 
minimize the visual impact within the viewshed of Smith Prairie. Due to operational and 
engineering requirements, the proposed ECT facility height cannot be lowered further or 
redesigned to appear as an agricultural structure. Based on visual simulations, the general 
public would be able to view the proposed ECT facility along public roadways. 
However, the majority of public viewing occurs along State Route (SR) 20 and Patmore 
Road north of OLF Coupeville, approximately one mile from the proposed site. 
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Furthermore, most public viewing opportunities from the CWIHDELNHR would not be 
significantly compromised because the proposed ECT facility would be sited near forest 
land in the southwest corner of OLF Coupeville, which serves as a visual backdrop. 
Project enhancements included in the Proposed Action, such as vegetative screening and 
coloration of the radome atop the proposed structure, further avoid or minimize impacts 
to the Reserve. 

On February 5 ,  1997, the Navy forwarded all pertinent project information to the 
Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) for review 
following the guidelines of 36 CFR 800.5 (b). The Navy requested OAHP review and 
concurrence on a “no effect” determination under Section 106 the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 0 470), as amended. Following review, the OAHP 
responded in a letter dated March 6, 1997, stating that it has determined that the proposed 
project would have “no adverse effect” on the adjacent ELNHR, rather than “no effect.” 
The Navy has considered OAHP’s recent review and determination and agrees with the 
determination of “no adverse effect.’’ 

Based on the analysis in this EA and the results of an Alternatives Analysis (see 
Appendix B), a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is recommended and the 
preparation of an EIS is not required. 

Environmental Assessment Page A-3 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................. A- 1 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS vi1 
.. ......................................................................... 

1 . 0 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................ 1 . 1 
1.1 Authority and Jurisdiction ........................................................................ 1-1 
1.2 Purpose and Need ..................................................................................... 1-2 

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES ................................................. 2-1 
2.1 Proposed Action ....................................................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Alternative Locations Considered ............................................................ 2-5 

2.2.1 Initial Locations Considered ........................................................ 2-5 
2.2.2 Identification of Candidate Locations .......................................... 2-5 
2.2.3 Evaluation of Alternative Sites at OLF Coupeville ................... 2-10 

2.3 Description of Alternatives in the EA .................................................... 2-14 
2.3.1 Proposed Action ......................................................................... 2-14 
2.3.2 No Action Alternative ................................................................ 2-20 

2.4 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures ............. 2-20 
2.5 FONSI or EIS Recommendation ............................................................ 2-20 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES. 
AND MITIGATION MEASURES ...................................................................... 3-1 
3.1 Minor Environmental Resource Topics Considered ................................ 3-1 

3.1.1 Wetlands ....................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1.2 Recreation ..................................................................................... 3-2 
3.1.3 Socioeconomics ............................................................................ 3-3 
3.1.4 Housing ........................................................................................ 3-3 

3.2 Cultural Resources ................................................................................... 3-4 
3.2.1 Affected Environment .................................................................. 3-4 

3.2.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-11 
3.3 Land and Shoreline Use ......................................................................... 3-11 

3.3.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-11 
3.3.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-15 
3.3.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-16 

3.1.5 Schools ......................................................................................... 3-4 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences ...................................................... 3-8 

Environmental Assessment Page i 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

3.9 

3.10 

3.1 1 

3.12 

3.13 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) 

Utilities ................................................................................................... 3-16 
3.4.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-16 
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-17 

AestheticsNisual Quality ....................................................................... 3-19 
3.5.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-20 

3.4.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-19 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-26 
3.5.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-33 
Electromagnetic Environment ............................................................... 3-34 
3.6.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-34 
3.6.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-36 
3.6.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-39 
Climate and Air Quality ......................................................................... 3-39 
3.7.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-39 
3.7.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-41 
3.7.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-41 
Traffic and Circulation ........................................................................... 3-42 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-42 
3.8.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-43 
Vegetation .............................................................................................. 3-43 
3.9.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-43 
3.9.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-44 
3.9.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-44 
Wildlife and Fishery Resources ............................................................. 3-44 
3.10.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-44 
3.10.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-45 

Geology, Soils, and Topography ............................................................ 3-46 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-46 
3.11.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-47 
Hydrology ............................................................................................... 3-47 
3.12.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-47 

3.12.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-48 
Public Services ....................................................................................... 3-48 

3.8.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-42 

3.10.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-46 

3.11.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-46 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-48 

3.13.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-48 

3.13.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-50 
3.13.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-49 

Environmental Assessment Page ii 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

4.0 

5 . 0 

6.0 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) 

3.14 Noise and Vibration ............................................................................... 3-50 
3.14.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-50 
3.14.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-51 
3.14.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-52 

3.15 Environmental Justice ............................................................................ 3-52 
3.15.1 Affected Environment ................................................................ 3-52 
3.15.2 Environmental Consequences .................................................... 3-53 
3.15.3 Mitigation Measures ................................................................... 3-53 

CUMULATIVE AND LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ........... 4-1 
4.1 Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................. 4-1 

4.1.1 Cultural Resources ....................................................................... 4-1 
4.1.2 Land and Shoreline Use ............................................................... 4-1 
4.1.3 Utilities ......................................................................................... 4-2 
4.1.4 AestheticsNisual Quality ............................................................. 4-2 
4.1.5 Electromagnetic Environment ...................................................... 4-2 
4.1.6 Climate and Air Quality ............................................................... 4-3 
4.1.7 Traffic and Circulation ................................................................. 4-3 
4.1.8 Vegetation .................................................................................... 4-3 
4.1.9 Wildlife and Fishery Resources ................................................... 4-3 
4.1.10 Geology, Soils, and Topography .................................................. 4-3 
4.1.1 1 Hydrology ..................................................................................... 4-4 
4.1.12 Public Services ............................................................................. 4-4 
4.1.13 Noise and Vibration ..................................................................... 4-4 
4.1.14 Environmental Justice .................................................................. 4-4 
4.1.15 Minor Resource Topics Considered ............................................. 4-4 

4.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources ........................... 4-5 
4.3 Relationship Between Short-Term Use and Long-Term Productivity ..... 4-5 

REFERENCES ..................................................................................................... 5-1 
5.1 Bibliography and Literature Cited ............................................................ 5-1 
5.2 Personal Communications and Letters ..................................................... 5-2 

LIST OF PREPARERS AND DISTRIBUTION LIST ........................................ 6-1 
6.1 List of Preparers ....................................................................................... 6-1 
6.2 Distribution List ....................................................................................... 6-3 

Environmental Assessment Page iii 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) 

APPENDICES 

A Naval Station Pacific Beach, WA Preliminary Site Investigations 
B Proposed Second NASWI Electronic Combat Training Facility - 

C Correspondence 
Alternatives Analysis 

Environmental Assessment Page iv 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 2.2- 1 

Table 2.4- 1 

Table 3.7-1 

Table 3.14- 1 

Table 3.15- 1 

Evaluation of Alternative Locations for a Second NASWI 
Electronic Combat Training Facility ..................................................... 2-1 1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts for the 
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative .................................... 2-21 

Ambient Air Quality Standards .............................................................. 3-40 

Typical Construction Noise Levels ........................................................ 3-5 1 

Island County 1990 Population Characteristics ..................................... 3-53 

Environmental Assessment Page v 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

DeDartment of the Navv 

Figure 2.1 . 1 

Figure 2.1-2 

Figure 2.1-3 

Figure 2.2-1 

Figure 2.2-2 

Figure 2.2-3 

Figure 2.2-4 

Figure 2.2-5 

Figure 2.3- 1 

Figure 3.2-1 

Figure 3.3-1 

Figure 3.3-2 

Figure 3.5-1 

Figure 3.5-2 

Figure 3.5-3 

Figure 3.5-4 

Figure 3.5-5 

Figure 3.5-6 

Figure 3.5-7 

Figure 3.5-8 

Figure 3.5-9 

LIST OF FIGURES 

NASWI Facilities ..................................................................................... 2-2 

Existing ECT Facility at Seaplane Base. NASWI .................................... 2-3 

Electronic Combat Training Facility Elevation Preliminary Design ....... 2-4 

Alternative Locations for the ECT Facility in the 
Puget Sound Region ................................................................................. 2-7 

ECT Facility Normal Operating Area ...................................................... 2-8 

Darrington Airspace and Olympic MOA in Relationship 
to the ECT Facilities ................................................................................. 2-9 

OLF Coupeville. NASWI ....................................................................... 2. 12 

OLF Coupeville Site #l-Southwest ....................................................... 2-13 

Proposed ECT Facility Preliminary Site Plan ........................................ 2-15 

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve ........................................... 3-7 

OLF Coupeville Land Use ..................................................................... 3. 13 

Proposed ECT Facility Site and Adjacent Land Uses/AICUZ .............. 3-14 

Proposed ECT Facility Simulation Viewpoints ..................................... 3-21 

View 1 : Looking South from the Future ELNHR Wayside 
Along SR 20 . Existing Conditions ....................................................... 3-22 

View 2: Looking West from SR 20 . Existing Conditions ................... 3-23 

View 3: Looking South from Intersection of Patmore 
& Keystone Roads . Existing Conditions .............................................. 3-24 

View 4: Looking Northeast from Keystone Road 
. Existing Conditions ............................................................................. 3-25 

Along SR 20 . Simulation of the Proposed Action ............................... 3-28 

Proposed Action ..................................................................................... 3-29 

& Keystone Roads . Simulation of the Proposed Action ...................... 3-31 

of the Proposed Action Without Mitigating Vegetation ........................ 3-32 

View 1: Looking South from the Future ELNHR Wayside 

View 2: Looking West from SR 20 . Simulation of the 

View 3: Looking South from the Intersection of Patmore 

View 4: Looking Northeast from Keystone Road . Simulation 

Environmental Assessment Page vi 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

15E34A 
AFB 
AICUZ 
APZ 
BMPs 

CFR 
co 
cw 
CWIHD 
CZMP 
dB 
dBA 
DOA 
DoD 
EA 
Ecology 
ECT 
EDNA 
EIS 
ELNHR 
EMC 
EM1 
EPA 
ESA 
ESQD 
FAA 
FCC 
FCLP 
FISC 
FM 
FONSI 
FR 
GHz 
gPm 
HERF 
HERO 
HERP 
ICGWMP 
IEEE 
kW 
Ldn 

CEQ 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Existing ECT Facility at NASWI 
Air Force Base 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
Accident Potential Zone 
Best Management Practices 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Code of Federal Regulations 
carbon monoxide 
Continuous Wave 
Central Whidbey Island Historic District, or the District 
Coastal Zone Management Plan, State of Washington 
decibel 
decibels-A weighted 
Direction of Arrival (of electronic signals) 
Department of Defense 
Environmental Assessment 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Electronic Combat Training 
Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve, or Reserve 
Electromagnetic Compatibility 
Electromagnetic Interference 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Endangered Species Act 
Explosives Safety Quantity Distance 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Communications Commission 
Fleet Carrier Landing Practice 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
Forest Management 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
Federal Register 
gigahertz 
gallons per minute 
Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Fuel 
Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance 
Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Personnel 
Island County Ground Water Management Program 
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers 
kilowatt 
Day-night sound level 

Environmental Assessment Page vii 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

Leq 
LOS 
L-0-s 
MHz 
MOA 
MPE 

msl 
MTMC 
mW 
NAAQS 
NASWI 
NAVSTA 
NEPA 
NHPA 

mPh 

NO* 
NPS 
NRCS 
NRHP 
NUWCD 
NWAPA 
NWI 
NWSTF 
0 3  

OAHP 
OLF 
Pb 
PEL 
PHS 
PL 
PM,,, 
PPm 
PSAPCA 
PW 
RADHAZ 
RF 
RR 
SAR 
scs 
SHPO 
so, 
SR- 
SUBASE 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (continued) 

Equivalent sound level 
Level of service- roadways 
Line of Sight (straight line) 
megahertz 
Military Operating Area 
Maximum Permissible Exposure 
miles per hour 
mean sea level 
Military Traffic Management Command 
milliwatt 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island 
Naval Station 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Historic Preservation Act 
nitrogen oxide 
National Park Service 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, USDA (formerly SCS) 
National Register of Historic Places, or National Register 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment 
Northwest Air Pollution Authority 
National Wetland Inventory 
Naval Weapons System Training Facility 
ozone 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, State of Washington 
Outlying Field 
lead 
Permissible Exposure Limits 
Priority Habitat Species 
Public Law 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
parts per million 
Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency 
picoWatt 
Radiation Hazard 
radio frequency 
Rural Residential 
specific absorption rate 
Soil Conservation Service, USDA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
sulfur dioxide 
State Route 
Submarine Base 

Environmental Assessment Page viii 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (continued) 

TSP 

USC 
USFWS 
USGS 
Vlm 
W 

W m 3  

w f k  
WAC 
WDFW 
WSDOT 

total suspended particulates 
micrograms per cubic meter 
U.S. Code 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Voltdmeter 
Watt 
Wattskilogram 
Washington Administrative Code 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Washington State Department of Transportation 

Environmental Assessment Page ix 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

DeDartment of the Navv 

1 .O INTRODUCTION 

The Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with constructing and operating an 
Electronic Combat Training (ECT) facility at Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island 
(NASWI), Island County, Washington. The proposed site at NASWI is Outlying Field 
(OLF) Coupeville in central Whidbey Island. This EA addresses potential impacts 
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
subsequent implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) (40 CFR 1500). 

1 .I AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION 

This EA was prepared in compliance with the statutory requirements of NEPA, as 
amended by Public Law (PL) 91-190,42 USC 4347. Conformance with this law is being 
carried out under the provisions of the Navy‘s Environmental and Natural Resources 
Program Manual (OPNAVINST - 5090. lB, Nov. 1, 1994). As stated in OPNAVINST - 
5090.1B - Chapter 2-4.3.1 : 

”An EA is an analysis of the potential environmental impact of a proposed 
action. When the military does not know before-hand whether or not the 
proposed action will significantly affect the human environment or be 
controversial with respect to environmental effects, an EA is prepared. If 
on the basis of the EA, it is determined that the proposed action will not 
significantly impact the environment, a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) will be prepared. Otherwise an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) will be prepared.” 

The Navy must evaluate the Proposed Action (see Section 2.1) to determine the 
significance of potential impacts and the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures. 
Based on this evaluation, the Navy will decide whether a FONSI is appropriate or whether 
the Proposed Action would generate significant impacts, thus requiring preparation of an 
EIS. If the Navy’s Proposed Action would not cause significant impacts to the 
environment, the Navy will prepare a FONSI for local public notification. Public 
notification will consist of: (1) newspaper publication of a summary of the FONSI; and 
(2) direct mailing of the full FONSI and the completed EA to interested parties such as 
regulatory/resource agencies, libraries, elected officials, and others identified during 
preparation of the EA. The FONSI news publication shall run for three consecutive issues 
in the “Public Notices” section of the Whidbey News-Times and South Whidbey Record, 
local newspapers with distribution in the area of the Proposed Action. If the Proposed 
Action does not result in a FONSI, the Navy would prepare an EIS. 
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1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

As U.S. and foreign electronics technology has improved over the years, the Navy has 
sought to improve the training of its aircrews in the identification, location, and reaction to 
simulated threat electronic signals from multiple ground sources at one time. The mission 
of aircrews flying Navy electronic warfare aircraft is to detect and respond to ground 
threat signals. At the current time, only ground threat signals from Seaplane Base, 
NASWI, can be sent to aircrews training within the Darrington Airspace and Olympic 
Military Operating Area (MOA) in the Pacific Northwest. These two areas are located 
northeast and southwest of NASWI. Signals from multiple ground locations are deemed 
necessary to adequately train Navy aircrews. 

The purpose of the proposed ECT facility analyzed in this EA is to provide the Navy with 
additional capability to support current and follow-on electronic warfare aircraft 
(designated EA-6B and P-3EP-3) mission training requirements, make needed training 
hardware and software improvements, and to maximize in-flight Navy aircrew training in 
the Pacific Northwest. Continued lack of this type of training facility will affect aircrew 
training requirements and ultimately combat readiness. The proposed ECT facility houses 
an electronic device called a ground threat signal generator or Device AN/FSQ-T22. 
Current Navy training practices involving EA-6B and P-3EP-3 aircraft at NASWI require 
the sending of controlled electronic signals to enable aircrews to practice rapid 
identification, location, and reaction to simulated threat signals from multiple ground 
sources. An existing ECT facility (Device 15E34A) at Seaplane Base, NASWI has been 
operating safely and effectively for several years. However, a single ECT facility cannot 
simulate multiple threat locations and Device 15E34A cannot be retrofitted to meet all of 
the Navy’s needs. To satisfy current training requirements and improve aircrew training 
capability, a second ground threat signal source from another ECT facility is needed. The 
second ECT facility, along with the current ECT facility, would also allow simultaneous 
aircraft training within the Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace, or two aircraft at 
different altitudes within the same MOA or airspace. Because of this need, the Navy 
proposes to construct and operate a second ECT facility at OLF Coupeville. 

Three new ECT facilities were originally slated for installation in the Pacific Northwest in 
addition to the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI. The Navy examined 
multiple training scenarios, which included training both aircrews and shipcrews off the 
Washington coast. Joint Navy and Air Force training was also examined. Federal funding 
for three new ECT facilities, however, is unavailable. The Navy is limited to the building 
and operation of only one additional ECT facility. The training device has been acquired 
from the Air Force in conjunction with the retirement of the EF-1 I 1 aircraft. The device 
slated for installation at the proposed OLF Coupeville site has been in use by the Air 
Force at Cannon Air Force Base ( A m )  in New Mexico since 1991. The structure and 
radome would be new facilities. 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The following section describes the Navy’s Proposed Action and alternatives evaluated in 
this EA. NEPA requires that the effects of a Proposed Action be evaluated for a 
reasonable range of alternatives and that these “action” alternatives be measured against 
an “existing conditions” or No Action Alternative. 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Navy proposes to construct and operate an ECT facility capable of providing needed 
electronic training for aircraft stationed and/or training at NASWI. The proposed ECT 
facility contains an electronic device called a ground threat signal generator or Device 
AN/FSQ-T22. This device does not generate radar signals. Current Navy training 
practices involving electronic warfare aircraft at NASWI require the sending of narrow 
beam controlled electronic signals directly to aircraft from the ground to enable aircrews 
to practice rapid identification, location, and reaction to simulated threat signals. One 
existing ECT facility is currently in operation at NASWI, Seaplane Base (Figures 2.1-1 
and 2.1-2). Adequate training requires signals reaching the aircraft from at least two 
ground sources. Because of this need, the Navy proposes to construct and operate a 
second ECT facility. 

Unlike conventional electronic tracking or surveillance systems, which typically radiate 
power in the higher megawatt range with long-duty cycles (the ratio of the time the system 
transmits an energy pulse to the time it listens for a return or echo), the Navy’s ECT 
facilities are low-power systems (200 watts [W] to 5 kilowatts [kW] with a duty cycle of 2 
to 4 percent). This means that the simulated signal emission would occur no more than 4 
percent of the time. Both ECT facilities are tracking-type signal generation systems which 
use Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) standard aircraft-generated low power 
identification signals rather than reflected energy for tracking targets, allowing the 
utilization of lower power transmissions during normal operations. 

The ECT electronic systems function with signal sensitivity levels greater than -100 dBm. 
Typical aircraft jammer power levels are attenuated by distance, atmospherics, and 
environmental effect, reaching the targeted systems at power levels of approximately 158 
picowatts (pW) (158 x lo”? W). This compares to a typical cell phone utilizing 600 
milliwatts (mW) (600 x W) of power where the user receives approximately 21 1 mW 
(21 1 x 10-3 W) of power. In comparison, the energy received on the ground from a 
jamming aircraft is a billion times smaller than that received by an average cell phone 
user. 

The proposed ECT facility would consist of a radome resting on top of a single-story, 50 
square foot building. The radome would house an AN/FSQ-T22 threat signal training 
device. The total height of the structure would be about 40 feet (Figure 2.1-3). 
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View to south of the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI. 
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In addition, the facility would have an approximately 45-foot high free-standing 
telescoping antenna with sail and aircraft beacon as well as a parking area and security 
zone within a chain link fence. The Proposed Action would require an approximately 2.5 
to 5 acre site. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS CONSIDERED 

2.2.1 Initial Locations Considered 

The construction and operation of multiple ECT facilities in the Pacific Northwest has 
been a training goal of the Navy for many years. The study area has evolved over time 
with training program requirement changes and military project funding availability. 
Several potential Washington State sites were identified early on in the Navy’s site 
selection process including sites at Port Angeles, Omak, Moses Lake, and Pacific Beach, 
Washington. These sites were initially considered when training activities were to be 
jointly conducted with the Air Force in eastern Washington, and when the Navy fleet in 
the Pacific Ocean was included in the training program. The Navy’s training program, 
however, has now evolved to include Navy aircraft only flying out of NASWI. These 
Navy aircraft use two training airspaces over Washington State called the Darrington 
Airspace east of NASWI (primary area used) and the Olympic MOA west of NASWI. 
This MOA includes two sections: A and B. The location of the existing ECT facility at 
NASWI and the location and configuration of the two training airspaces are critical to the 
study area for a second ECT facility. For effective training of aircraft, the new ECT 
facility must be located sufficiently distant from the existing ECT facility to allow 
adequate signal separation. Moreover, the new ECT facility must be located in an area 
that does not have major obstructions, either natural or manmade, that would prevent the 
signal emissions from reaching aircraft training in the Darrington Airspace and the 
Olympic MOA. The initial set of candidate sites at Port Angeles, Omak, and Moses Lake 
did not meet all the requirements of the aircrew training program using these two airspace 
areas. Preliminary site investigations at Pacific Beach indicated that soils, wetlands, and 
erosional bluff hazards made this site potentially unacceptable for construction (see 
Appendix A). More information regarding the initial locations considered is available in 
Appendix B. 

2.2.2 Identification of Candidate Locations 

Following a review of the above sites, the Navy considered a range of other potential 
locations for a new ECT facility in an Alternatives Analysis (See Appendix B). Several 
Navy properties larger than 2 to 5 acres in size, primarily in the Puget Sound area, were 
considered and 14 candidate sites were identified including: 

1. OLF Coupeville, NASWI Site #1 Southwest 
2.  OLF Coupeville, NASWI Site #2 Northeast 
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3. Lake Hancock, NASWI 
4. Ault Field, NASWI 
5. Seaplane Base, NASWI 
6. Naval Station Pacific Beach 
7. Naval Radio Station (T) Jim Creek 
8.  Submarine Base (SUBASE) Bangor 
9. Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in Bremerton 
10. Naval Station (NAVSTA) Everett 
1 1. Naval Weapons Station, Detachment Port Hadlock (Indian Island) 
12. Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment (NUWCD) Keyport 
13. Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Manchester 
14. Naval Weapons System Training Facility (NWSTF) Boardman, Oregon 

Locations in the Puget Sound area are illustrated in Figure 2.2- 1. 

These 14 potential locations were evaluated according to a set of criteria. The Navy 
developed five exclusionary criteria, all of which must be met for a site to be considered. 
In addition, the Navy identified one evaluative criterion that could serve to distinguish the 
desirability between sites in the event that multiple sites met the exclusionary criteria. 

The five exclusionary criteria are: 

Line of Sight (L-0-S) and Terrain Considerations - The signal used to track aircraft 
and radio communications as well as signals emitted for training do not "bend" in the 
atmosphere. Their physical properties require an ANFSQ-T22 device to be 
positioned in a location from which the aircraft being tracked can maintain straight 
line, or L-0-S, between the ECT facility and the aircraft during a training flight 
(Figure 2.2-2). 

0 Loiter AirsDace Reauirements - The area surrounding the ANFSQ-T22 device must 
have sufficient airspace in which aircraft can loiter for a required time while 
conducting surveillance training. The primary loiter airspace for the conduct of this 
form of training is the Darrington Airspace. The secondary or lesser-used loiter 
airspace is the Olympic MOA (Figure 2.2-3, which shows the existing ECT facility 
and the proposed facility for reference). 

0 Distance From the ANFSOT22 Device to the Militarv ODerating Area and Airspace- 
Routine operations involve aircraft tracking in the range of 30 to 100 miles, with a 
minimum allowable range of near overhead and a maximum noted tracking range of 
approximately 125 miles. Beyond 100 miles from the ANFSQ-T22 device, reception 
of the signals is severely degraded. 
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Signal Direction of Arrival (DOA) SeDaration - EA-6B aircrews require the ability to 
routinely practice the rapid identification and location of simulated threat signals 
generated from multiple sites on the ground in coherent scenarios that arrive at the 
aircraft from diverse directions. A DOA separation of more than two degrees is 
required. This requirement translates to approximately 6 miles (minimum) required 
between the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI, and a potential site for a 
new ECT facility. 

Navy Construction Site Availability - A new site must have the physical space 
available for construction of the ECT facility housing the ANFSQ-T22 device, a 
parking and security zone, site access, utilities, and sufficient clearance around the 
building site such that surrounding structures do not obstruct or prevent reception of 
the generated threat signal by aircrews. Potential sites must be on existing Navy 
property because funds are not available to acquire non-Navy property. 

For sites meeting the above criteria, an additional evaluation factor was: 

Site Operation Coordination and Mission Interface - Extensive coordination between 
site operators at the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI, and a new ECT 
facility is necessary to support the requirement for training scenario development and 
conduct. Therefore, proximity between the new ECT facility and the existing ECT 
facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI, is preferred. 

The results of the alternative site analysis are summarized in Table 2.2-1. Only Site #1 at 
OLF Coupeville met the criteria necessary for the siting of the proposed ECT facility. All 
other locations did not meet at least one exclusionary criterion and were therefore 
eliminated from further consideration. More explanation of candidate sites, the evaluation 
criteria and methodology, and the results of the Alternatives Analysis is available in 
Appendix B. 

2.2.3 Evaluation of Alternative Sites at OLF Coupeville 

Two candidate sites were initially identified at OLF Coupeville, NASWI (Figure 2.2-4). 
Site #1 is situated in the southwest corner of the Navy airfield, and Site #2 is situated in 
the northeast corner. Site #1 was selected as the preferred site due to the following 
factors : 

Site #1 Southwest - This site (Figure 2.2-5) is located: (1)  outside the airfield Primary 
Surface and Transition Zone boundaries parallel to the runway that restrict new 
construction; (2) away from public viewpoints, self-guided tour routes, and a future 
proposed interpretive wayside associated with the Ebey’s Landing National Historical 
Reserve (ELNHR); (3) away from any highway, which could foster public access and 
cause security concerns; and (4) near a Douglas-fir forest, such that when properly 
colored, the proposed facility would blend into the nearby tree cover and the top of the 
radome would be below the treeline. Two private residences are approximately 630 
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View looking south along Keystone Road at proposed ECT facility site which is located behind the low 
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feet to the northwest and approximately 840 feet to the southwest. One additional new 
home was recently constructed farther to the northwest. Keystone Road is 
approximately 300 feet west of the site and parallels the boundary of OLF Coupeville. 

Site #2 Northeast - This site is located: (1) outside of the boundaries of the Primary 
Surface and Transition Zone; (2) relatively close to a future proposed ELNHR 
interpretive wayside and self-guided bicycle and driving tour route; (3) close to State 
Route (SR 20), which could foster public access and cause security concerns; and (4) 
in an open location that is much more visible to the viewing public where the radome 
would extend above the treeline from most viewpoints, making adequate visual 
screening difficult. Adequate mitigation of cultural, visual, and aesthetic impacts on 
the Reserve would not be possible because the site is too close to the Reserve’s self- 
guided tour route, the radome would extend above the treeline, and a planned Reserve 
wayside is sited nearby. Because of these reasons, Site #2 was not considered further 
in this EA. 

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES IN THE EA 

This EA evaluates a Proposed Action, as well as a No Action Alternative as required by 
NEPA. These two EA alternatives and the alternative locations are discussed in the 
following sections. 

2.3.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is to construct and operate a new ECT facility in the southwestern 
portion of OLF Coupeville, NASWI. Based on an evaluation of alternative locations in 
Appendix B, this site was the only acceptable location to implement the Proposed Action. 

The site for the Proposed Action at OLF Coupeville is adjacent to the Central Whidbey 
Island Historic District (CWIHD, or the District) and Ebey’s Landing National Historic 
Reserve (ELNHR, or Reserve). The Reserve is managed by the Trust Board of ELNHR. 
The DistrictReserve has a contiguous boundary that parallels Keystone Road immediately 
west of OLF Coupeville. The proposed ECT facility would be sited approximately 300 
feet east of the DistrictReserve boundary on Navy property. The DistrictReserve 
consists of 17,400 acres in the central portion of Whidbey Island, and the District is listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP, or National Register). The Reserve 
was created to preserve and interpret historic buildings and the unique cultural landscape 
of the area that are reminiscent of the 19th century agricultural era. The site for the 
Proposed Action is located outside the DistrictReserve boundary in an area known as 
Smith Prairie. 

The proposed ECT facility at the preferred site would consist of the following components 
(Figure 2.3-1): 
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An ANFSQ-T22 threat signal training device housed within the new structure. 

A single-story concrete block building approximately 13 feet high and 50 feet square. 

A new composite-material radome (32 feet high by 40 feet in diameter) mounted on 
the roof of the new building colored to minimize visual contrast with adjacent forest 
vegetation. The proposed ECT facility radome would be painted or impregnated with 
a non-reflective color or colors in a mottledweathered appearance to reduce the 
visibility of the facility from the nearby historic areas. The radome would have a 
lighted beacon on top. 

A curving gravel access driveway off of Keystone Road approximately 24 feet wide 
and 250 feet long. The Navy would acquire a County road access easement to 
construct this gravel driveway. 

A gravel parking area for approximately five vehicles with a paved pad for 
handicapped accessible parking near the main entrance. 

A fenced security zone surrounding the new building and parking lot. 

A free-standing telescoping antenna with sail and aircraft beacon that will extend to 
approximately 45 feet in height. The Navy may instead incorporate this exterior 
antenna into the radome, resulting in a 3 to 5 foot bump at the top with no outside 
antenna. 

Necessary utilities, including underground electrical lines and a transformer box, water 
well and pump house, underground telephone and communications cables, and septic 
holding tank and leach field. The Navy would consult with the Island County 
Department of Health and secure an Island County well permit prior to drilling and 
using a new water well. The source of water would be approved by Island County 
based on tests conducted by the Navy. The Navy would comply with Island County 
Department of Health regulations regarding septic system site registration and final 
septic system design. No septic system permit would be required by the Navy. 

A hedgerow of serviceberry along the west border of OLF Coupeville from the 
proposed driveway of the ECT facility south to the existing treeline along Keystone 
Road, a distance of approximately 700 feet. This hedgerow would provide some 
vegetative screening of the proposed facility and its parking aredfence and would 
recreate the traditional landscape characteristics of Smith Prairie. The height of the 
hedgerow would be sufficient to screen views from Keystone Road. Larger plant 
stock would be planted to ensure that it can compete with existing vegetation. The 
Navy would adequately water and maintain the new plantings until they became fully 
established. 

An evergreen vegetative buffer in two height zones (High Zone over 50 feet and Low 
Zone up to 20 feet) surrounding the proposed building and security fence of the ECT 
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facility. This screening would include approximately 44 Douglas-fir trees in a High 
Zone and approximately 39 Leyland cypress in a Low Zone around the facility. The 
Navy would adequately water and maintain the new plantings until they become fully 
established. 

Radio frequency hazard warning signs posted in the vicinity of the radome/antenna, 
especially in areas that technicians/visitors would normally use to transit to and from 
the proposed facility (parking lot and access driveway). 

The proposed ECT facility would be visually different in color and mass than the existing 
ECT facility at Seaplane Base, NASWI. The existing ECT facility is on a prominent point 
of land and has a two-story office/equipment structure (formerly the Seaplane Base 
control tower) and a taller and wider white-colored radome atop the structure (Figure 2.1- 
2). The new ECT facility at OLF Coupeville would be one story high (13 feet), and the 
radome would be either painted or impregnated with a darker color to blend with the 
adjoining Douglas-fir forest. Next to the proposed new building would be the single 
telescoping antenna approximately 45 feet high when fully extended. The antenna would 
be lowered when not in use. As an option, the antenna may be relocated inside the 
radome. A red aircraft beacon would be located atop the antenna structure and would be 
activated as required by the FAA. To be compatible with the existing training missions of 
OLF Coupeville, the proposed ECT facility would not use any other outdoor lighting 
during night-time training exercises. The proposed ECT facility would be surrounded by 
a security fence and clear zone. Inside the fenceline would be a small gravel parking lot 
with a paved area near the entrance. Site access would be provided by a 24-foot wide 
gravel driveway from Keystone Road, a County road. The Navy would comply with all 
Island County Engineering Design and Development Standards and the Island County Fire 
Code related to adequate site access and safety sight distances (500 feet for a 50 mile per 
hour [mph] road). An electronic security gate at the entrance to the site would control 
access to the facility. 

The site location and antenna array height are critical to the operation of the ECT facility. 
Placing the antenna array at ground level, for example, would distort the beam pattern 
radiated to the aircraft due to ground effect. From a safety standpoint, if the antenna 
pedestal were placed at ground level, the safety zone required to provide an adequate 
distance to meet all requirements would call for a much greater fenced area and an 
impractical working environment. By elevating the antenna pedestal the height of the 
one-story support building (approximately 15 feet), the antenna beam pattern, with its 
depression angle limited at 5 degrees, is propagated above the building height and its 
energy is dissipated in a manner which meets all safety standards at a much shorter 
distance. The antenna array must also be located away from tall trees, hills or mountains, 
and tall man-made structures such as water tanks and antenna that may block the signal. 
The Navy has filed an application with the FAA for Proposed Construction (FAA Form 
7460-1). This form addresses frequency and power transmissions. From the information 
submitted by the Navy, the FAA will determine if there are any impacts to aircraft that 
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may require restrictions on usage or direction. This information will also be provided to 
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for review. 

Furthermore, the Navy would comply with all applicable Institute of Electrical and 
Electronic Engineers (IEEE) standards and all recommendations of the Site Approval for 
the Proposed Action. Also, the Navy would submit a request for frequency assignment to 
operate the proposed ECT facility to be forwarded to the Navy Area Frequency 
Coordinator and the Joint Frequency Panel of the United States Military  
Electronics Board. The Navy would retain but reconfigure the agricultural outlease area to 
continue to maintain an agricultural appearance along Keystone Road, which is important 
to the character of the area. The Navy would design and construct the project to minimize 
the amount of land converted from agricultural use and would avoid any impacts to the 
nearby forested areas. Landscaping of the ECT facility and buffer would be consistent 
with vegetation in the area and would help visually screen the new structures and parking 
lot. The Navy would also design and construct the project to minimize the acreage of 
vegetation  and would avoid disturbing nearby forested habitats. The 
proposed planting of a  hedgerow along Keystone Road and a Douglas-fir and 
Leyland cypress buffer surrounding the ECT facility would provide additional wildlife 
cover and screening. 

The Navy would retain standing timber on Navy property at the south end of OLF 
Coupeville in the vicinity of the proposed ECT facility as a visual backdrop. The Navy 
would also retain existing vegetation along SR 20 to help screen views of the ECT 
facility; however, additional plantings would not be installed along SR 20 because of the 
proximity to the runway (NAVFAC Publ. P-80.3). 

The Navy would remove the upper radome portion of the proposed ECT facility within 
180 days after the Navy determines that the facility is no longer needed for its original 
intended use as an ECT facility (in approximately 25 years). The Navy would notify the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in writing upon such determination. The 
remaining concrete block structure located below the upper radome may be reused by the 
Navy. 

The proposed ECT facility would be staffed and operated up to five days a week, 52 
weeks a year. Two shifts of two contractor technicians each would operate the proposed 
facility from inside the building. During operations, threat signals would be sent to Navy 
aircraft training in the Darrington Airspace and Olympic MOA. The proposed facility 
would operate independently of Navy aircraft carrier landing practices or bounces at OLF 
Coupeville. The proposed ECT facility would undergo periodic maintenance by Navy 
personnel. The Navy would coordinate with the Island County Fire District No. 5 
regarding on-call volunteer fire protection services that may be required for the proposed 
ECT project when OLF Coupeville is not staffed by Navy fire fighters. 

Construction of the proposed ECT facility is expected to begin in late 1997 and extend 
through the summer of 1998, dependent on available Federal funding. The Navy would 
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utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) as defined by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) and Island County to minimize impacts associated with 
stormwater runoff. To minimize the risk of groundwater contamination during 
construction, fueling and equipment maintenance would be restricted to a designated 
staging area that would have an impermeable liner and a spill containment and clean-up 
kit. The Navy would develop and implement appropriate fugitive dust control measures 
during the construction period. These dust control measures would reduce the emission of 
particulates, including during non-working periods. These measures would include the 
use of dust suppressants (e.g., site watering during dry periods), street sweeping, and 
reducing vehicle travel speeds over exposed surfaces. These measures could likely reduce 
on-site particulate emissions by up to 50 percent and would ensure compliance with 
Section 550 of the Northwest Air Pollution Authority (NWAPA) regulations. 

During construction, the Navy would use flaggers as needed to safely control construction 
traffic on Keystone Road and to guide large construction vehicles into and out of the 
proposed site. The Navy would minimize noise emissions during construction in 
compliance with the Navy Environmental and Natural Resources Manual (OPNAVINST 
5090.1B) that requires maximum use of low noise emission products, as certified by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), for all Navy-related operations, as well as 
compliance with other Federal, State, and local regulations pertaining to construction- 
related noise generation. Measures to reduce construction noise would include the 
following: (1) limiting construction activities to normal daytime periods between 7 a.m. 
and 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday, (2) using equipment with proper mufflers or noise 
control devices, and (3) situating noise-generating equipment as far as possible from 
residences along Keystone Road. If an unanticipated discovery of archeological resources 
occurs during construction, the Navy will halt construction and consult with the SHPO to 
determine the potential significance of the resources and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures. The new facility would be ready for testing in late summer of 1998 with initial 
operating capability in late 1998. Construction would require five to 15 workers per day 
during a six-month construction period. 

On February 5 ,  1997, the Navy forwarded all pertinent project information to the 
Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) for review 
following the guidelines of 36 CFR 800.5 (b). The Navy requested OAHP review and 
concurrence on a “no effect” determination under Section 106 the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 5 470), as amended. Following review, the OAHP 
responded in a letter dated March 6, 1997, stating that it has determined that the proposed 
project would have “no adverse effect” on the adjacent ELNHR, rather than “no effect.” 
The Navy has considered OAHP’s recent review and determination and agrees with the 
determination of “no adverse effect.” 

The Navy has worked with local groups and individuals to design the Proposed Action. 
The Navy would continue to keep such groups and individuals informed of the progress of 
the project, including the Trust Board of ELNHR as well as the Swinomish and Samish 
Tribes. If any other groups or organizations, including minority or ethnic groups, should 
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request information andor copies of this EA, such requests would be met in a timely 
manner by the Navy. 

The Proposed Action does not impact the nature of or modify aircraft operations at 
NASWI, including OLF Coupeville. NASWI aircraft operations and aircraft noise are 
being addressed in a separate Draft EIS currently being prepared by the Navy. 

2.3.2 No Action Alternative 

As required by NEPA, the No Action Alternative is considered in this EA. The No Action 
Alternative would not implement the Proposed Action at any site and would not satisfy 
the Navy’s need for a second ECT facility for use in training Navy aircrews in the Pacific 
Northwest. The No Action Alternative would not allow the Navy to meet its aircrew 
training requirements and ultimately result in a potential loss of combat readiness. Any 
potential environmental impacts identified in this EA would not occur under the No 
Action Alternative. The proposed site at OLF Coupeville would remain undeveloped and 
would continue to be used for agriculture and annual recreational hunting for pheasant as 
part of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW) pheasant release 
program. Like the Proposed Action, aircraft operations at OLF Coupeville would be 
unaffected by the No Action Alternative. 

2.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action Alternative is anticipated to cause 
environmental impacts. Therefore, no mitigation measures have been identified. Table 
2.4-1 summarizes the findings of the environmental analysis. 

2.5 FONSI OR EIS RECOMMENDATION 

A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is recommended for the Proposed Action. 
An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not recommended. Maintaining a FONSI 
determination under NEPA requires full implementation of the Proposed Action as 
described in Section 2.1. 
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Table  Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Action and 
the No Action Alternative. 

 I I 

AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT PROPOSED ACTION 

NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

Wetlands 
No impacts. Wetlands not present on 

None required. None required. 

No impacts. Wetlands not present 
Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

on site. site. 

   

Recreation 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

No adverse impacts are anticipated. 
Pheasant hunting would be excluded 
from the area of the proposed site but 
would continue elsewhere at OLF 
Coupeville. The proposed facility 
would not impact ELNHR, 
Rhododendron Park, or other 
recreation resources in the vicinity. 
The Navy would assist the Trust Board 
of ELNHR with a proposed interpretive 
wayside near OLF Coupeville. 
None required. 

Socioeconomics and Housing 
Impacts would be positive. Facility 

Environmental Impacts construction would provide temporary 
construction jobs and full-time 
technician jobs. No outlease farming 
jobs would be lost. Technicians would 
likely live in Oak Harbor where 
housing is available. 
None required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No impacts. Pheasant hunting 
would continue to occur at OLF 
Coupeville. The Navy would not 
assist the Trust Board of ELNHR 
with the planned wayside. 

None required. 

The beneficial effects of providing 
construction and operations jobs 
would not be realized under the No 
Action Alternative. 

None required. 

Schools 
Environmental Impacts 

No impacts. No impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. None required. 
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No adverse effects are anticipated 
from Proposed Action. There are no 
known archeological resources on 
site. No adverse effects to historic 
resources would occur. Historic 
structures are located away from the 
proposed site. No adverse effects to 
ELNHR historic viewshed are 
anticipated. Vegetative screening and 
coloration of the proposed structure is 
planned. Nearby forest vegetation 
would not be impacted. 
None required. 

No impact would occur; however, 
historic roadside landscaping 
(serviceberry hedgerow) would not 
be implemented. The Navy would 
not assist the Trust Board with the 
proposed wayside. 

None required. 

    

Table 2.4-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Action 
and the No Action Alternative (continued). 

AFFECTED 

Environmental Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ENVIRONMENT 
NO ACTION 

Mitigation Measures 

Land and Shoreline Use 
Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Utilities 

Environmental Impacts 
No impacts are anticipated. The Navy 
would obtain a County permit for a 

No impacts. 

small well to supply 300 gal. per day 
and comply with County septic system 

to the site. 
extend an underground electrical line 
regulations. Puget Power would 

None required. None required. 
Mitigation Measures 

No impacts. Air Installation 
Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 
requirements would be met. The 
proposed use would be compatible 
with existing OLF Coupeville land use 
at the airfield. Approximately 2.8 
acres of agricultural land would be 
converted to developed land, but this 
represents less than 0.5% of the 
existing agricultural land at OLF 
Coupeville. Visual screening would 
minimize off-site impacts. No lights 
would be illuminated during airfield 
practices to impact training, except 
one beacon. 
None required. 

No impacts. 

None required. 

No impacts. 

None required. 

Environmental Assessment Page 2-22 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

Table 2.4-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Action 
Ind the No Action Alternative (continued). 

AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT 

AestheticsNisual Qualit] 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Electromagnetic Environ 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

PROPOSED ACTION 

No adverse effects are anticipated. 
The viewshed would vary depending 
upon the viewpoint and proximity. The 
two most prominent viewpoints from 
ELNHR resources/tour routes are 
almost 1 mile away. Simulations show 
that the proposed ECT facility would 
blend into the forest backdrop and 
historic views would not be adversely 
affected. Other OLF Coupeville 
industrial facilities are already in the 
viewshed such as the airfield tower. 
Visual screening and coloration of the 
radome are incorporated into the 
project. 

NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

rent 
No impacts are anticipated. All 
applicable IEEE standards would me 
met. Navy Site Approval for the 
proposed ECT facility has been 
granted. Emitter safe separation 
distances have been assessed and 
the proposed ECT facility can be 
safely operated in the intended 
electromagnetic environment without 
electromagnetic interference (EMI) or 
radiation hazard (RADHAZ) impacts. 
Some on-site personnel restrictions 
would be followed. Proposed 
frequencies would be coordinated and 
approved. 
None required. 

No impacts. 

No impacts. 

None required. 

Climate and Air Quality 

Environmental Impacts 
No significant impacts. Some small 

generation of dust during plowing Dust control measures would be 
farming equipment and from the construction vehicles is anticipated. 
impact from the continued use of increase in emissions caused by 
No significant impacts. Small 

None required. None required. 
and harvesting. implemented during construction. 

Mitigation Measures 
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Table 2.4-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Action 
and the No Action Alternative (continued). 

AFFECTED 

Traffic and Circulation 

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ENVIRONMENT 
NO ACTION 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts are  
Some construction traffic would occur 
on Keystone Road as vehicles enter 
and exit the proposed site. 
None required. 

No significant impacts are 
anticipated from continued farming 
activities. 

None required. 

Vegetation 

Environmental Impacts No significant impacts, but some land 
would be converted from agricultural 

No significant impacts. 

use to industrial use. 
None required. None required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Wildlife and Fisherv  

Environmental Impacts 

 Mitigation Measures  

 
No significant impacts. There would 
be no impact to fisheries. Nearby 
forested areas would not be impacted 
and wildlife habitat would be enhanced 
by the planned screening landscaping. 
None required. 

Geology, Soils, and Top 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

 
No significant impacts, but slight 
increase in soil erosion potential and 
surface runoff rates would occur 
during construction. Erosion and 
stormwater control practices will be 
implemented during construction. 
Slight increase in impervious surface 
area following construction. 
None required. 

No significant impacts. 

None required. 

Impacts would generally be 
precluded; however, continued 
farming of the site would cause 
some minor impacts. 

None required. 
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Table 2.4-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Action 
and the No Action Alternative (continued). 
I I I 

AFFECTED 
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ENVIRONMENT 
NO ACTION 

Hydrology 

Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts, but small 

pollution from sediments, oils, fuels, 
precluded; however, continued increase in potential for surface water 
Impacts would generally be 

None required. None required. 
groundwater impacts. 
there would be no significant 
supply potable water to the site. Thus, 
providing only 300 gal./day would 
during construction. A new well 
control practices will be implemented 
construction. Erosion and stormwater 

some impacts. solvents, etc. would occur during 
farming of the site would cause 

11 Public Services 
Environmental Impacts No significant impacts are expected. 

The Navy would coordinate with Island 
No impacts. 

County Fire District No. 5 regarding 
fire protection and emergency medical 

II I services for the proposed facility when I 
Navy services are not available. 
None required. None required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Noise and Vibration 

Environmental Impacts 
No significant impacts. Minor increase 

noise impacts would occur from in noise levels would occur during 
No significant impacts. Occasional 

11 Mitigation Measures 

- 
construction from construction 
equipment. Operational noise would 

farming equipment and pheasant 

None required. None required. 
be insignificant. 

hunting on site. 

11 Environmental Justice 

11 Environmental Impacts 

I) Mitigation Measures 

No impacts to minority/low income 
groups are expected. 

No impacts. 

None required. None required. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Section 3.0 discusses the affected environment, environmental consequences, and 
proposed mitigation measures for impacts associated with the Proposed Action, by 
resource area. Potential impacts were analyzed for both the Proposed Action (i.e., Site #1 
at OLF Coupeville) and the No Action Alternative. Each resource topic is discussed 
separately below. Environmental resource topics not considered to be of concern for the 
Proposed Action are discussed first in Section 3.1. Following Section 3.1, a more 
detailed discussion is provided for each of the resource topics considered to be of concern 
for the Proposed Action. 

3.1 MINOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE TOPICS CONSIDERED 

Five resource topics related to the Proposed Action considered to be of minor concern are 
discussed below. These include wetlands, recreation, socioeconomics, housing, and 
schools. 

3.1.1 Wetlands 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly known as the Soil 
Conservation Service (SCS), reported that there are no wetlands on OLF Coupeville 
(Department of the Navy 1989), although there may be a small drainage ditch with 
cattails (Typha latifolia) in the northern section of the installation (pers. comm., Harper, 
1996). There are no wetlands near the proposed site. The nearest wetlands identified on 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps are located in the northwest corner of Township 
31N Range 10E Section 18, one mile to the southeast; a wetland that borders Crockett 
Lake, 1.1 miles to the southwest; and wetlands associated with Race Lagoon, 1.7 miles 
northeast from the site. 

The Proposed Action would not affect wetland resources. The potential for off-site 
impacts would be minimized by the use of BMPs for stormwater runoff and restricting 
construction, fueling, and equipment maintenance to a designated staging area with an 
impermeable liner and spill containment and clean-up kit, as discussed in Section 2.3.1. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect wetland resources at OLF Coupeville. 

As no wetlands occur on or near the proposed site, no impacts to wetland resources would 
occur and no mitigation measures are required for the Proposed Action. 
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3.1.2 Recreation 

There are no recreational facilities at OLF Coupeville for use by Navy personnel assigned 
to the proposed ECT facility. OLF is used by the public annually to hunt ring-necked 
pheasants released at OLF Coupeville as part of the WDFW’s pheasant release program. 
Some hunters currently park near the proposed driveway off Keystone Road. 

Nearby recreational facilities include: (1) Rhododendron State Park located 1.3 miles to 
the northwest, which is administered jointly by the State and Island County; (2) a 
County-owned complex of athletic ballfields used by the Central Whidbey Youth Athletic 
Association, 1.3 miles to the northwest; and (3) Fort Casey State Park, 1.2 miles to the 
south. Over 584,000 people visited Fort Casey State Park in 1995 (pers. comm., 
Hageman, 1996). Most of the visitors to these parks are there for day use only. 

The Island County Comprehensive Plan (Island County 1977) indicates that there is 
demand for neighborhood, community, and regional parks on Whidbey Island. Because 
the population is more dense in the northern portion of Whidbey Island near Oak Harbor, 
most of the recreational demand is in that area. 

The proposed ECT facility site also borders the ELNHR, which attracts numerous visitors 
each year. Near the proposed site, visitors access ELNHR by SR 20 or one of five roads 
that intersect SR 20. Many of the roads within the Reserve have recreational and 
interpretative waysides that are part of a self-guided tour program established by the 
Trust Board of ELNHR. Keystone Road does not have a wayside. A new ELNHR 
wayside is planned for the intersection of SR 20 and Patmore Road near the north 
boundary of OLF Coupeville and 1.2 miles north of the proposed site. A 40-mile self- 
guided automobilehicycle touring route runs through the ELNHR, including a route that 
extends north of OLF Coupeville. None of these routes, however, occur along Keystone 
Road. 

Due to the distance of the proposed site from existing recreational sites and the small 
number of Navy personnel that would be operating the proposed ECT facility, 
construction and operation would not cause any significant impact to recreation resources 
in the area. For safety and security reasons, the Navy would prohibit pheasant hunting in 
the immediate vicinity (500 feet) of the proposed project, but hunting could still occur in 
other portions of OLF Coupeville. Use of the current driveway for parking during 
pheasant hunting would be prohibited. Other existing parking areas would continue to be 
used. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect recreation resources. Existing pheasant 
hunting would continue to be allowed on the proposed site. 

No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required for the Proposed 
Action. 
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3.1.3 Socioeconomics 

The population in the vicinity of the proposed site is sparse and growing relatively 
slowly, compared to other areas of Whidbey Island. In 1992, the population of the central 
Whidbey Island planning unit, in which the project site is located, was 8,919 persons and 
was expected to grow by 1,738 (an annual average rate of 1.9 percent) by the year 2003 
(Island County 1994). Since 1992, economical growth in the Puget Sound region has 
slowed, flattened, and then increased again. This condition reflects the lag in the region’s 
economical recovery compared to other regions in the nation (PSRC 1994). 

In 1992, there were 1,855 employment opportunities in the central Whidbey Island 
planning unit. Employment in this region was forecasted to grow to 2,390 jobs by the 
year 2003 (Island County 1994). Within central Whidbey Island, most jobs are 
associated with government, military, retail, or service sectors, with most occurring near 
the town of Coupeville, 2.5 miles northwest of the project site. 

The Proposed Action would result in a short-term increase in construction jobs as well as 
the addition of at least four permanent contractor technician jobs. These impacts are 
viewed as positive to the local economy. There would be a minor decrease in hay or 
other farming revenue to the Navy’s lease due to a reduction in acreage at the proposed 
site. No agricultural jobs would be lost under either alternative. 

The No Action Alternative would forego any increase in jobs related to the new 
construction and permanent contractor technician positions assumed under the Proposed 
Action. 

As any potential socioeconomic impacts are expected to be beneficial, no mitigation 
measures are required relative to the Proposed Action. 

3.1.4 Housing 

The only current military housing at OLF Coupeville is a caretaker’s house on the east 
side of the runway. Operation of the ECT facility would not require additional military 
housing for the four private contractors (e.g., the four technicians who would operate the 
proposed ECT facility). These contractors would most likely commute from the Oak 
Harbor area where there are housing opportunities and other Navy facilities. 

A large residential development is located 0.5 mile to the southeast; however, there are 
three private single-family residences near the proposed site along the west side of 
Keystone Road. The closest residence is 630 feet from the proposed site. Construction 
and operation of the proposed ECT facility would have no direct or indirect impxct on  the 
large residential development or these three homes. The Navy’s caretaker residence, on 
the other side of the runway, would also be unaffected. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect the housing in the area. 
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No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required for the Proposed 
Action. 

3.1.5 Schools 

OLF Coupeville is part of the Coupeville School District. The Coupeville Elementary 
School is located at intersection of SR 20 and S. Main Street, while the middle and high 
schools are located at the intersection of S. Main Street and Terry Road in Coupeville. 
These schools are 3.6 and 3.3 miles from the proposed ECT facility, respectively. 
Because only four personnel would be assigned to the proposed ECT facility, the 
Proposed Action would not significantly affect enrollment in the Coupeville or other 
Island County Schools. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect schools. 

As no impacts to schools are anticipated, no mitigation measures are required for the 
Proposed Action. 

3.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section discusses potential adverse effects and impacts to cultural resources from the 
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. 

On February 5 ,  1997, the Navy forwarded all pertinent project information to the 
Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) for review 
following the guidelines of 36 CFR 800.5 (b). The Navy requested OAHP review and 
concurrence on a “no effect” determination under Section 106 the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 0 470), as amended. Following review, the OAHP 
responded in a letter dated March 6, 1997, stating that it has determined that the proposed 
project would have “no adverse effect” on the adjacent ELNHR, rather than “no effect.” 
The Navy has considered OAHP’s recent review and determination and agrees with the 
determination of “no adverse effect.” 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

Two types of cultural resources potentially occur at the OLF Coupeville site: (1) 
archeological resources, which may include districts, sites, or objects that have yielded or 
are likely to yield information important in prehistory or history; and (2) historic 
resources, which may include districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects that relate or 
convey some aspect of American history, architecture, engineering, archeology, and/or 
culture. Activities that affect cultural resources are regulated by Federal, State, and local 
laws. The primary law affecting cultural resources is the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC 0 470), as amended. NHPA requires project proponents to 
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identify any effects or impacts its actions may have on cultural resources listed in or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

Records at the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(OAHP) indicate that no archeological resources have been identified at or near the 
proposed project site. Furthermore, a survey of OLF Coupeville conducted in 1989 by a 
cultural resources specialist from the SCS (now the NRCS), on behalf of the Navy found 
no archeological resources at OLF Coupeville (Department of the Navy 1989). 

The proposed site for the ECT Facility is undeveloped, with no Navy buildings or 
structures within the site. The area surrounding this portion of OLF Coupeville has been 
altered by the recent construction of a new home, the installation of two mobile homes, 
and a privately owned grass airstrip. The proposed site is located 300 feet from the 
eastern boundary of the Central Whidbey Island Historic District (CWIHD, or District). 
Keystone Road forms the boundary of this portion of the CWIHD. The CWIHD was first 
identified and surveyed in the early 1970s; the focus of this effort was to document the 
history of the area and to identify the remaining historic buildings and structures that 
retained their integrity. In 1972, the Town of Coupeville and Island County passed 
ordinances to recognize the CWIHD and the SHPO nominated the CWIHD to the NRHP. 
The CWIHD was officially listed on the NRHP in 1973 (McKinley 1993). 

The CWIHD consists of 17,400 acres in the central portion of Whidbey Island, including 
the Town of Coupeville. The CWIHD NRHP nomination form (Cook 1972) identifies 72 
individual contributing historical buildings and structures. The nomination form also 
notes the importance of the overall landscape to the CWIHD, but does not note specific 
contributing landscape elements in detail (Cook 1972). 

The only contributing historical building near the proposed site is the John Kinneth, Jr. 
Home, approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast. The John Kinneth, Jr. Home is a 
vernacular, two-story, wood-frame farmhouse built c. 1897 exhibiting elements of 
Victorian style detailing. The property includes nine associated outbuildings. This 
resource is significant as representing a period of growth and stability in the community 
and as an example of the growing use of architectural details and ornamentation in private 
residences of the period. The building is in fair condition and retains its integrity of 
design, materials, workmanship, and location and is listed in the NRHP as a contributing 
resource to the CWIHD (NPS 1983). 

After the CWIHD was listed in the NRHP, those interested in protecting the historical 
character of the CWIHD advocated a more active protection and management strategy 
while retaining private ownership and traditional uses, primarily agriculture. As a result, 
Section 508 of the Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-625) created the 
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve (ELNHR, or the Reserve) (McKinley 1993). 
The boundaries of the ELNHR are contiguous with those of the CWIHD. The creation of 
the ELNHR identified landscape features such as land use patterns, hedgerows, small- 
scale elements, and numerous other features as part of the historical characteristics of the 
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area. The new legislation also created the Trust Board of ELNHR, a multi-agency 
member and public board established to manage the Reserve. The legislation required 
local governments to complete a Comprehensive Plan for the ELNHR that would identify 
steps to protect the area's historical character, such as zoning and other land use policies. 
In addition, the National Park Service (NPS) was authorized to purchase a small amount 
of land  development rights or scenic easements in the most critical areas of the 
ELNHR with the consent of the owner. The NPS also provides technical assistance to 
local governments and private property owners, and supports or sponsors public 
interpretive programs (McKinley 1993). 

The ELNHR has been documented as a cultural landscape, a designation that notes the 
significance of both individual buildings and structures and landscape features such as 
land use, specific types of vegetation, settlement patterns, and other features (Gilbert 
1985). While the entire ELNHR constitutes a single, cohesive landscape, ten distinct 
character areas have been identified with different uses, topography, vegetation, and other 
features. Each landscape character area has a set of preservation principles tailored to the 
specific characteristics of the area (Gilbert 1985). Furthermore, the ELNHR 
Comprehensive Plan establishes preservation priorities (ELNHR 1980). The three 
landscape character areas closest to the proposed site-the East Woodlands, Smith 
Prairie, and Crockett Prairie (Figure  their preservation priority are described 
below. 

The East Woodlands area is a densely wooded area located along a ridge line at the east 
edge of the ELNHR. This landscape character area is located 1,200 feet west of OLF 
Coupeville and the proposed site. The preservation principles for the East Woodlands 
focus on protecting the natural resources of the area and include retaining the forest land 
use, discouraging large-scale residential developments and using vegetative screening and 
density clustering to minimize potential impacts on natural resources, and preserving 
wooded edges of the area as a visual buffer (Gilbert 1985). Out of 18 preservation 
priority areas outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, the East Woodlands is ranked at 
number 13 (ELNHR 1980). 

Smith Prairie is a 600-acre open area surrounded by forest lands at the northeast edge of 
the ELNHR. Only a portion of Smith Prairie lies within the ELNHR, with the majority 
outside the boundary. Much of OLF Coupeville, including the proposed site, lies in the 
southwestern corner of Smith Prairie. The preservation principles for the ELNHR 
portions of Smith Prairie concentrate on protecting the open and rural character of the 
area, including maintaining the agricultural land uses and the existing historic structures, 
locating new structures along the edges of the prairie, and encouraging the use of 
hedgerows instead of fences to maintain the traditional landscape (Gilbert 1985). Out of 
18 preservation priority areas outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, Smith Prairie is ranked 
at number 18 (ELNHR 1980). 
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Crockett Prairie is a large, natural prairie in the southeast comer of the ELNHR and 
contains a variety of natural and cultural resources. The preservation principles for 
Crockett Prairie focus on protecting significant natural and cultural resources and the 
significant historic landscape pattern, including maintaining the agricultural land uses, 
siting new structures along the edges of the prairie or within existing subdivisions, and 
retaining small-scale elements such as fencelines and hedgerows (Gilbert 1985). Out of 
18 preservation priority areas outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, Crockett Prairie is 
ranked at number 6 (ELNHR 1980). 

In addition to the broad landscape character areas, the ELNHR seeks to preserve other 
features that contribute to the character of the area. Several buildings, structures, and 
other features that do not meet the strict criteria for inclusion in the NRHP and are not 
considered contributing resources to the CWIHD are noted as important to the Reserve’s 
historical character. The ELNHR includes 91 separate contributing historical buildings 
and structures, as well as numerous landscape elements and small-scale features (ELNHR 
1980). In addition to the John Kinneth, Jr. Home discussed above, the ELNHR also 
recognizes the Harp Place as an important element of the overall landscape of the 
ELNHR (ELNHR 1980). The Harp Place is located approximately 500 yards northwest 
of the proposed site. 

The Harp Place is a one and one-half story, wood-frame, “Saltbox”-style residence. Little 
is known about the history of the building, although it was most likely constructed around 
the World War I era. One outbuilding is associated with this resource. Although the 
building lies within the CWIHD, it is not considered a contributing resource and is not 
listed on the NRHP (NPS 1983). 

Other resources of historical age are located several hundred feet to the east of the 
proposed site and have been evaluated for historical significance. These resources, 
located within Navy property, consist of an airstrip, an air traffic control tower, 
residential buildings, and small  sheds. In 1993, these buildings were 
surveyed and recorded on Washington Historic Property Inventory Forms that were 
forwarded to OAHP, which serves as the SHPO for Washington. These buildings were 
determined to be not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Department of the Navy 1994). 

Immediately north of the proposed site and its driveway, on Navy property, is the site of a 
former farm. Only the foundation, the depression of the cellar, hedgerow, and some trees 
remain at the site. The 1989 SCS survey concluded that the farmstead does not appear to 
hold sufficient significance or integrity to be considered eligible for the NRHP 
(Department of the Navy 1989). 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Action have the potential to 
damage or disturb archeological resources found deep within the soil layers. The 
proposed site is located within an existing agricultural field that has been surveyed with 
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no archeological resources identified. Therefore, construction of the proposed ECT 
facility is not anticipated to adversely affect any archeological resources. In the event of 
an unanticipated discovery, all work would cease and the SHPO would be notified. 
Therefore, no impacts to archeological resources are expected to occur. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts to archeological resources would occur. 

No historical resources are present at or adjacent to the proposed site. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action would not demolish, alter, or damage any historical resources. The 
former farmstead site immediately north of the proposed driveway to the ECT facility 
would not be impacted during construction. A small portion of the existing vegetation 
would need to be trimmed back within the clear zone of the proposed fenceline. Under 
the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts to historical resources would occur. The 
Proposed Action would introduce an additional visual element to the area’s current 
viewshed. The potential adverse effects or impacts resulting from this additional visual 
element are discussed below. 

Central Whidbev Island Historic  Landina National Historical 
Reserve 

The proposed ECT facility would be constructed adjacent (within 300 feet), but outside 
of, the boundary of the CWIHDELNHR. The introduction of an additional visual 
element would not adversely affect the entire area of the CWIHDELNHR or its most 
sensitive resources. The most sensitive areas of the CWIHDELNHR, such as Ebey’s 
Landing and Ebey’s Prairie, are removed from the proposed site and would not be 
affected. The Proposed Action, however, would introduce an additional visual element 
adjacent to those areas near the proposed site. Potential adverse effects or impacts to 
these landscape areas are discussed below. 

East Woodlands 

The East Woodlands begin approximately 1,200 feet west of the proposed site at the 
existing treeline. The historical significance of the East Woodlands lies in the 
relationship between this wooded, hilly area and the surrounding flat prairies. The terrain 
and forests of the East Woodlands channeled early settlement to the open prairies, 
including Smith Prairie, Crockett Prairie, and Ebey’s Prairie (Gilbert 1985). The 
Proposed Action, which includes vegetative screening, appropriate colors, and other 
components designed to reduce visual impacts, would not adversely affect the character 
of this historical relationship. Views between the East Woodlands and Smith Prairies 
would remain intact. 

The historical character in this area has already been altered by the recent construction of 
a new home, the installation of two mobile homes, a privately owned grass airstrip, and a 
large clearcut in the East Woodlands. The viewshed also includes other existing OLF 

Environmental Assessment Page 3-9 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

Coupeville structures such as the red and white airfield tower and several other structures. 
Therefore, the additional presence of the proposed ECT facility would not adversely 
affect the view from the East Woodlands looking toward OLF Coupeville. The planned 
use of landscaping in the Proposed Action would further reduce the impact on this view. 
Views to the west into the East Woodlands from SR 20 include existing airfield structures 
already present in this viewshed. While the construction of the proposed ECT facility 
would add an additional structure in this viewshed, the proposed ECT facility would be 
below the treeline and the planned use of landscaping and appropriate color and materials 
in construction would further reduce any potential visual impact. Therefore, the historical 
character of the East Woodlands as a forest area adjacent to an open prairie would not be 
altered by the proposed ECT Facility. 

Moreover, the East Woodlands area has a lower preservation priority (1 3th out of 18) 
than many other areas of the CWIHDELNHR, and the preservation principles for the 
East Woodlands focus on the preservation of the forest character of the area, which is 
unaffected by the Proposed Action. Therefore, no additional impacts on the East 
Woodlands historical character are anticipated due to the Proposed Action. 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on the East Woodlands. 

Smith Prairie 

The proposed ECT facility would be located at the extreme southern edge of Smith 
Prairie, far away from the predominant ELNHR public viewing locations and self-guided 
tour routes along SR 20 to the east (2,300 feet away) and north (5,300 feet away), and a 
planned future ELNHR wayside located north of OLF Coupeville (5,100 feet away). The 
proposed ECT facility may be visible from some areas, but it would not create an adverse 
effect on this area because the top of the proposed structure would be below the treeline. 
In addition, the potential for adverse effect on the viewshed would be reduced by the use 
of planned landscaping and an appropriate radome color (dark green to match adjacent 
tree cover) and building construction materials. This coloration would be the same as the 
recently constructed FAA facility located within the northern boundary of ELNHR. The 
nearest public view of the proposed ECT facility would occur along portions of Keystone 
Road by visitors traveling adjacent to or near the proposed ECT facility. However, this 
route is seldom used by ELNHR visitors and is not a route along the self-guided tour of 
ELNHR. Views along Keystone Road would be buffered by the continuation of an 
existing serviceberry hedgerow along the roadway. The planned gravel entrance 
driveway would be curved to minimize direct views toward the ECT facility. The Navy 
would also remove the radome portion of the ECT facility when the facility is no longer 
needed (approximately 25 years). As a result, no adverse effect on the historical character 
of Smith Prairie as an open, flat agricultural region would occur. 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on Smith Prairie. 
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Crockett Prairie 

The proposed ECT facility would not be visible from Crockett Prairie. Therefore, no 
adverse effect on the historical character of this area would occur. 

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on Crockett Prairie. 

The John Kinneth. Jr. House 

The proposed ECT facility would not be visible from the John Kinneth, Jr. House. 
Therefore no impacts to this resource are anticipated under the Proposed Action or the No 
Action Alternative. 

The Harp Place 

The proposed ECT facility’s dome would be visible from the Harp Place. This building’s 
setting has already been impacted by other development within the ELNHR, such as the 
installation of mobile homes, as well as alterations outside of the ELNHR, such as the 
aircraft control tower at OLF Coupeville. The Harp Place, however, is not a contributing 
building in the CWIHD and is not listed in the NRHP. Moreover, the Proposed Action, 
as currently defined, would not impact the HARP Place’s historical setting. 

The No Action alternative would not impact the HARP Place. 

3.2.3 Mitigation Measures 

No adverse effect on cultural resources is anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures 
are recommended. 

3.3 LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

This section discusses potential impacts to land and shoreline use from the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative. 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

OLF Coupeville is an important air operations facility at NASWI. OLF Coupeville is 
located approximately 10 nautical miles south-southeast from Ault Field, NASWI. This 
facility, which is used by fleet aircraft for Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP), has a 
single concrete runway that is 200 feet wide by 5,400 feet long. Elevation of the field is 
194 feet mean sea level (msl). 
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The proposed site lies within Township 3 lN, Range lE, Section 12, Willamette Baseline 
and Meridian. OLF Coupeville is a 666-acre Navy-owned facility that serves as a training 
runway for simulated carrier landings. The Navy has no plans to surplus this installation. 
Only a portion of the total land area is dedicated specifically to this purpose. 
Approximately 94 acres of OLF Coupeville are used for runways and supporting uses, 
such as access roads and an aircraft control tower. The remaining land is used as buffer 
for the airfield and is in either agricultural use (477 acres) or forest use (95 acres). The 
agricultural land is outleased to local farmers while the forest lands are managed by the 
Navy (Department of the Navy 1989). 

The proposed site lies within the Navy’s Parcel 4C04 in Field No. 3 (Department of the 
Navy 1979). The 17-acre Parcel 4C04 comprises the western half of the flat open space 
bounded by the airfield on the east, Keystone Road to the west, and the runway end zones 
on the north and south (Figure 3.3-1). The outlease parcel is available only for the 
cultivation of locally adapted dryland crops, historically being alfalfa, barley, oats, and 
grass-legume hay. Removal of timber is prohibited. Specific requirements of the lessee 
also include detailed coordination with the Navy and the use of agricultural and 
conservation practices and measures (Department of the Navy 1979). 

Land uses at OLF Coupeville are subject to Navy regulations regarding Air Installation 
Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ). AICUZs are established according to a combination of 
noise and safety concerns surrounding aircraft operations. Both agriculture and forestry 
are appropriate uses for the lands within OLF Coupeville according to the established 
AICUZ (Department of the Navy 1988). In addition to establishing compatible and 
incompatible land use classifications in areas near active landing strips, AICUZ 
regulations establish an area in which structures or other improvements (i.e., landscaping) 
are not permitted because of safety concerns. At OLF Coupeville, this no-build area has 
two components: (1) a 750-foot setback from the airfield runway, plus a transition zone 
with height limitations located on either side of the runway for the runway’s entire length, 
in accordance with Facilities Planning Factor Criteria for  Navy and Marine Corps Shore 
Installations (Department of the Navy, undated); and (2) two Clear Zones, which are 
rectangular areas extending 3,000 feet beyond each end of the runway (Department of the 
Navy 1988) (Figure 3.3-2). In addition, OLF Coupeville has an identified Accident 
Potential Zone (APZ) that follows the common flight paths of training exercises in a 
“figure 8” pattern. The proposed site, however, is outside the 750-foot no build area and 
its parallel transition zone, Clear Zones, and the APZs. The proposed ECT facility siting 
is not within the APZ for the airfield facility. The proposed structure is below the 150 
foot AGL level of the “inner plane” that is used to identify potential obstructions to air 
navigation at military airfields. 

The Master Plan for NASWI (Department of the Navy 1988) notes that the value of OLF 
Coupeville as a training facility is its ability to simulate aircraft carrier landing 
conditions, particularly at night. Nearby lighting at night, if not properly designed, could 
impact these simulation conditions. For these reasons, the Master Plan suggests that, 
with no pressing need for additional facilities, construction at OLF Coupeville should be 
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discouraged. The proposed ECT facility location, size, coloration, and lighting design 
would have no impact on the training operations. 

Navy-owned property is exempt from most local land use regulations. Island County 
establishes land use regulations for the lands surrounding OLF Coupeville. Private lands 
to the west and south of the proposed site are designated Rural Residential (RR) by Island 
County (Figure 3.3-2). Private land to the southwest is designated Forest Management 
(FM). RR lands have a maximum development density of one single-family detached 
house per 5 acres. Three single-family residences are located near the proposed site. One 
of these homes, a double-wide mobile home, was constructed within the last few months. 
FM lands are lands under intensive forest management serving to enhance the County’s 
natural resource base. Appropriate activities for these lands include timber stand 
management, sustained yield harvesting, reforestation, and related operations (Island 
County 1977). 

Island County is within the State of Washington’s Coastal Zone, as defined by the state’s 
Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP). Although Federal actions within the Coastal 
Zone are exempt from CZMP regulations, they are required to undergo consistency 
review with the state CZMP if the action is planned for within 200 feet of the ordinary 
high water mark at the coast, or is expected to affect water quality under the provisions of 
the Clean Water Act. 

The nearest shoreline to the proposed site is along Admiralty Bay, approximately one 
mile south of the site. Under the Island County Shoreline Management Master Program, 
this shoreline is designated as Natural Environment. Natural Environment is defined as 
an area relatively free of human influence, chiefly valued for its undisturbed natural 
features or processes. Development policies for these areas focus on preserving the areas’ 
natural environmental qualities (Island County 1992). 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Proposed Action would convert approximately 2.8 acres of land for the development 
of the proposed ECT facility, an access driveway and parking lot, creation of an 
evergreen tree buffer, and a security area surrounding the facility. The Proposed Action 
would also involve the conversion of approximately 2.8 acres of open field agricultural 
land to a developed use surrounded by vegetative buffer. The existing agricultural lease 
for Parcel  would be amended. However, the agricultural lease would continue to 
maintain the agricultural appearance along Keystone Road, consistent with the character 
of the area and ELNHR. This conversion would represent a loss of less than one half of 
one percent of the total existing agricultural land available at OLF Coupeville. Such a 
minor change would not constitute a significant impact. 

The proposed ECT facility would be sited outside of the no-build area of OLF Coupeville 
as defined by the 750-foot setback from the runway. Furthermore, the proposed ECT 
facility that would be 45 feet high (50 feet high if a telescoping antenna is located inside 
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the radome) is well below the height limitation established by requirements for the 
transition zone (7: 1 distance to height ratio) extending outward from the 750-foot 
building setback line. The Accident Potential Zones (APZs) or Clear Zones of the 
airfield are located away from the proposed site. Moreover, the proposed ECT facility 
would be considered an appropriate land use under the AICUZ policies. 

During simulated nighttime carrier landing training exercises, no lights associated with 
the proposed ECT facility, other than the red beacon required by the FAA, would be 
illuminated. Since the proposed ECT facility would operate independently of the Navy 
aircraft carrier landing practices or bounces and not interfere with these training 
exercises, it would be consistent with the existing training activities at OLF Coupeville 
and with the NASWI Master Plan (Department of the Navy 1988). 

The proposed ECT facility would extend the existing industrial land uses over a larger 
portion of the OLF Coupeville site. While industrial uses are not considered compatible 
with residential uses, the low level of noise, lighting, and activity at the proposed ECT 
facility; the distance between the uses; and the planned screening would minimize any 
potential land use conflicts. Potential visual impacts are addressed in Section 3.5 of this 
EA. 

The proposed site is approximately 1.1 miles (over 200 feet horizontal distance as 
specified in CZMP requirements) from the ordinary high water mark and would not affect 
water quality. Therefore, no CZMP consistency determination is required. Furthermore, 
the Proposed Action would not be visible from the shoreline of Admiralty Bay. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact the designated Natural Environment 
designation of this shoreline. 

The No Action Alternative would not impact the land use of the area or the coastal zone 
because the status quo would continue. 

3.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to land or shoreline use are anticipated from the Proposed Action. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.4 UTILITIES 

Utilities at the proposed ECT facility would include potable water, septic, energy/ 
communications, and stormwater conveyance. 
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3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Utility services would be provided to the proposed site by Puget Sound Power and Light 
Company (Puget Power) and GTE Telephone. Other on-site utilities would be installed 
by the Navy. All of these utilities are described below. 

Water 

Groundwater is the primary source of drinking water in central Whidbey Island and is the 
only potential source of water for the proposed site. A well that supplies water to the 
Town of Coupeville is located approximately 0.6 mile southwest of the proposed site. 
Groundwater resources are described in Section 3.12 (Hydrology) of this EA. 

Septic Svstem 

Individual septic systems are the only manner of treating sewage waste in central 
Whidbey Island. The Island County Department of Health is responsible for approving 
proposed septic system sites and design plans prior to issuing building permits. 

 

Puget Power provides electrical power to central Whidbey Island and OLF Coupeville 
and has existing distribution feed and transmission lines along the rights-of-way of SR 20 
to the south and Patmore Road to the north. Both lines are 3-phase primaries. According 
to Puget Power, capacities are sufficient to serve the proposed site. Puget Power has not 
determined which line would be used to provide power to the proposed site. Whichever 
source is selected, an underground line would be installed by Puget Power from the north 
or south along Keystone Road (pers. comm., Lusky, 1996). Puget Power would also 
install a transformer next to the proposed ECT facility. No natural gas service pipelines 
exist in the area and no service will be required at the project site. 

GTE telephone service is available at the proposed site. Existing cables are present along 
Keystone Road (pers. comm., Lusky, 1996). 

Stormwater Convevance 

The proposed site slopes gently from north to south at less than one percent grade. The 
low gradient combined with the somewhat excessively drained soils essentially eliminate 
significant runoff from the proposed site. The nearest surface watercourse that transports 
runoff from the site is approximately 1 mile from the site. Further discussion is provided 
in Section 3.12 (Hydrology). On-site drainage is sheetflow. There are no existing 
drainage facilities. 
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

Environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative are 
described below by utility type. 

Water 

Since no nearby potable water line or source exists, the Navy would install a new water 
well near the proposed ECT facility. The Proposed Action would increase long-term 
water consumption in the area by up to 300 gallons per day when the ECT facility is 
occupied (pers. comm., Bruce, 1996). This small amount of water is not considered 
significant and is less than a typical residence. The proposed ECT facility would include 
a toilet and lunch counter facilities, but no overnight accommodations would be provided. 
The Navy would consult with the Island County Health Department and secure a County 
well permit. The source of water would be approved by Island County based on tests 
conducted by the Navy. The Proposed Action would also increase water use by short- 
term watering of the landscape vegetation including the evergreen trees and serviceberry 
hedgerow. Watering would occur only during the dry season and until the vegetation is 
fully established (approximately 3 years). The Navy would transport the water to the site 
by vehicle, either from OLF Coupeville, Seaplane Base, or Ault Field. The use of native 
species of evergreen trees will minimize long-term water consumption once the plants are 
established. The No Action Alternative would not impact water resources, including 
groundwater. 

Septic Svstem 

The daily operation of the proposed ECT facility by four technicians would result in a 
small increase in sewage waste generated at OLF Coupeville due to the Proposed Action. 
The Navy proposes to install a sanitary holding tank and leach field septic system on site 
to dispose of sewage generated by the proposed ECT facility. The Navy would comply 
with Island County Department of Health regulations regarding septic system site 
registration and final septic system design. No septic system permit is required by the 
Navy. The No Action Alternative would not involve a septic system. 

 

The Proposed Action would increase demand for electricity and communication utilities. 
Puget Power electrical capacities are adequate to supply the proposed ECT facility. Puget 
Power would extend service to the proposed site by an underground line along Keystone 
Road. Service could be provided from the north or from the south; the precise location or 
route has not yet been determined. No electrical utility mitigation measures are required. 
Existing telephone service from GTE is adequate to serve the proposed site. As no 
impacts associated with telephone utilities would occur as a result of the Proposed 
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Action, no mitigation measures are required. The No Action Alternative would not affect 
electrical service and communications. 

Stormwater Convevance 

The Proposed Action would not significantly affect stormwater runoff. The site has flat 
topography and is not near any surface watercourses. The site plan would incorporate on- 
site grading to contain surface runoff and direct it to the surrounding evergreen trees. The 
Navy would utilize BMPs as defined by Ecology and Island County to minimize impacts 
from stormwater runoff. The site plan would be developed to meet Navy regulations. 
Section 3.12 (Hydrology) provides additional detail. 

In general, construction activities have the potential to generate a variety of pollutants 
such as sediment, diesel fuel, motor oil, paints, solvents, and cement. Water quality 
problems can arise if these pollutants are released to the environment and transported to 
water bodies via stormwater runoff. Construction of the proposed facility is not likely to 
affect surface waters since there are no waterbodies on or near the proposed site. 
However, erosion and sediment control measures during construction are needed to 
minimize the potential for off-site degradation. To minimize the risk of groundwater 
contamination during construction, fueling and equipment maintenance would be 
restricted to a designated staging area that would have an impermeable liner and a spill 
containment and clean-up kit. The operation of the facility would have no effect on 
surface water. On-site runoff would be contained and directed to the surrounding 
evergreen trees. 

The No Action Alternative would not impact stormwater conveyance. 

3.4.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to utilities are anticipated from the Proposed Action. Therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

3.5 AESTHETICSNISUAL QUALITY 

This section provides an overview of the existing aestheticshisual resource conditions 
and the potential adverse effects or impacts of the Proposed Action and the No Action 
Alternative. To determine the level of visual impact the Proposed Action would have on 
the surrounding environment, photo simulations were prepared. Photo simulation is a 
tool by which future conditions can be accurately and realistically illustrated. 
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3.5.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed site is in the southern portion of Smith Prairie and within OLF Coupeville. 
Smith Prairie is primarily an open, flat grassland and agricultural landscape with only a 
few trees and structures, providing long panoramic vistas. The native prairie grasses are 
brown during the summer and fall. Residential and farm structures are located 
throughout the landscape. 

Existing Navy facilities at OLF Coupeville are visible, man-made features in the southern 
portion of Smith Prairie. These include an airfield runway and a red-and-white checkered 
tower, a residence, a warehouse structure used to store fire-fighting equipment, and other 
smaller support facilities. Because the Navy airfield is used for training purposes, typical 
approach and runway lights are absent. 

Surrounding Smith Prairie is dense Douglas-fir forest and mixed woodland vegetation. 
Ground-level views within Smith Prairie generally extend to the surrounding treeline. 
These trees provide a dark green visual backdrop with distant views of Mount Baker and 
the Cascade mountain range on a clear day. 

The majority of public views in the southern portion of Smith Prairie are along SR 20 to 
the east and north of the proposed site, and from the Patmore Road area north of the OLF 
Coupeville runway. Of these viewpoints, the future site of the planned ELNHR wayside 
along SR 20 and the ELNHR visitor self-guided tour route along Patmore Road and SR 
20 are the most prominent public viewpoints. Keystone Road, which parallels the 
boundary of the ELNHR and OLF Coupeville, is approximately 300 feet west of the 
proposed ECT facility. This road, however, is used by few ELNHR visitors and is not 
part of the designated Reserve self-guided tour route. Three nearby private residences are 
located west of the proposed site along this road. 

With cooperation of the Trust Board of ELNHR, four viewpoints were selected to 
illustrate views of existing conditions and prepare simulations of the Proposed Action. 
Viewpoint locations are shown in Figure 3.5- 1. View 1 is looking south toward the 
proposed site from the site of a future ELNHR interpretive wayside that is planned to be 
constructed in 1997 near the intersection of SR 20 and Patmore Road (Figure 3.5-2). 
View 2 is looking west toward the proposed site from SR 20 as motorists enter and exit 
Smith Prairie (Figure 3.5-3). View 3 is looking south toward the proposed site from the 
intersection of Patmore Road and Keystone Road along the nearest ELNHR visitor self- 
guided tour route (Figure 3.5-4). View 4 is looking northeast toward the proposed site 
from Keystone Road across OLF Coupeville as motorists would enter Smith Prairie near 
the proposed site (Figure 3.5-5). This view would also represent the general view from 
three nearby residences, except the structure would be smaller because the three 
residences are farther away than this viewpoint on Keystone Road. These viewpoints 
depict a range of views with particular emphasis on ELNHR resources, which were 
determined to be the most visually sensitive. Photographs of these four viewpoints were 
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taken using a 50 mm lens, which is similar to the perspective of the human eye. Each 
viewpoint was then scanned by computer to produce a digital image of the photograph. 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

The visual prominence of the proposed ECT facility can be affected by several variables 
which give the facility either greater or less visual prominence. These variables include 
topography, background, landscape content, color, reflection, and viewer orientation. 
Distance can have a considerable effect on visual and aesthetic quality where the farther 
the object perceived, the smaller the visual effect. Objects in the background of a view 
comprise a smaller portion of the total view. Objects in the foreground appear larger and 
make up a greater portion of the total view. To assess the level of impact from the 
Proposed Action, the typical angle of view and duration of view was noted from the four 
selected viewpoints. 

As part of the Proposed Action, the radome will be impregnated or painted with an olive 
green surface color or colors to mimic the surrounding Douglas-fir as seen from a 
distance. The coloration of the radome would be made to look mottled or weathered. 
This color was recommended by ELNHR staff based on recent experience with 
mitigating an FAA radome on Whidbey Island. An evergreen buffer will be planted 
around the proposed ECT facility and a serviceberry hedgerow will be planted along a 
portion of Keystone Road (approximately 700 feet long). These actions will provide 
additional visual screening and make the facility more visually compatible with the 
existing surrounding landscape. 

Changing the height and shape of the radome was considered during initial facility 
design; however, the height of the ECT facility has been lowered as much as possible. A 
lower beam height would require a larger facility area and would be impacted by ground 
effects. Furthermore, the shape of the radome must be spherical due to construction 
materials and wind load engineering constraints. Therefore, a large cylindrical shape or 
the shape of a large barn is not practicable. 

To determine the level of aesthetic impact of the Proposed Action on its surroundings, a 
visual impact analysis of the four viewpoints relative to the proposed ECT facility was 
conducted. The visual impact analysis involved three steps: 

( 1 )  Identifying the characteristics of the existing landscape setting; 

(2) Identifying the predicted visibility of the proposed ECT facility; and 

(3) Comparing  and  to identify the level of visual impact. This analysis was done 
for each of the four viewpoints. 

To provide a benchmark of the visibility of the proposed ECT facility, a NASWI fire 
truck was positioned with its ladder extended to 45 feet, simulating the height and 
approximate location (within 200 feet) of the proposed ECT facility. A computer image 
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of the proposed structure (wire-frame AutoCAD image) was then superimposed into the 
digital image of existing conditions using the fire truck ladder as a guide to height and 
location of the proposed ECT facility. 

Viewpoint 1 - Future ELNHR Wayside Site at SR PO/Patmore Road 

Figure 3.5-6 simulates View 1 of the proposed ECT facility from the future ELNHR 
wayside site at SR 20Patmore Road. The proposed ECT facility would be located almost 
one mile (5,150 feet) to the south. Assuming that the future wayside would include 
interpretive displays pointing out the features of Smith Prairie and OLF Coupeville, the 
typical duration of view would be relatively long. 

The proposed ECT facility would be a distant feature in the landscape. The top of the 
proposed radome would be below the existing treeline; therefore, it would not stand out 
on the horizon. From this viewpoint toward the site, the proposed ECT facility would 
appear as a distant background element in the landscape and would contrast somewhat 
with the adjacent grass fields and forest. However, the non-reflective dark green surface 
treatment and the evergreen trees planted for screening would help minimize the visual 
contrast. Other OLF Coupeville structures located farther east (to the left of the 
simulation) and closer (2,730 feet from the wayside site) are included in the larger 
panoramic view; however, these existing facilities are clustered and located more than 
2,630 feet from the proposed ECT facility site. The Proposed Action from this viewpoint 
is not considered to have an adverse effect on Smith Prairie or ELNHR resources given 
the elements of the Proposed Action such as the Navy’s commitment to eventually 
remove the radome, siting of the facility, coloration of the radome, and planting of trees 
for screening. 

Viewpoint 2 - View Looking West from SR 20 

Figure 3.5-7 simulates the view of the proposed ECT facility from Viewpoint 2. This 
viewpoint is approximately 2,300 feet from the proposed ECT facility. Views would be 
perpendicular from the north-south direction of travel on SR 20. Assuming the view is 
from a vehicle, the angle of view would be changing as motorists enter/exit Smith Prairie 
along SR 20 at a curve; the typical duration of view would be short. The top of the 
proposed radome would be below treeline. The existing farmstead site, which is 
immediately north of the access road, has existing tree cover and would not block the 
view of the facility completely. From here, the view of the proposed ECT facility would 
be more prominent as compared to View 1, as it would be much closer. It would appear 
in the middle to background of the landscape and would contrast somewhat with the 
adjacent grass field and tree line. Because it would be the only tall built structure at the 
south end of OLF Coupeville, it would visually contrast with the surrounding natural 
landscape. The landscaping and vegetative screening included in the Proposed Action, 
however, would screen much of the proposed building. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
from this viewpoint is not considered to have an averse effect on Smith Prairie or 
ELNHR resources. 
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Viewpoint 3 - View from Self-guided ELNHR Tour at Patmore/Keystone Roads 

Figure 3.5-8 simulates the view of the proposed ECT facility from Viewpoint 3. The 
proposed ECT facility would be located almost one mile (approximately 5,000 feet) to 
the south. Assuming the view is from a vehicle, the angle of view would be 
perpendicular from the east-west direction of travel on Patmore Road/SR 20. Since the 
angle of view is perpendicular as viewers travel this route, the typical duration of view 
would be short to moderate. Similar to View 1, the proposed ECT facility would be a 
distant background feature in the landscape. The top of the proposed radome would be 
below treeline and would not stand out on the horizon. Because the existing farmstead 
site, with its tree cover, would be between the viewer and the proposed ECT facility, the 
lower portion of the facility would be less visible. The proposed ECT facility would 
contrast somewhat with the surrounding landscape; however, the Proposed Action from 
this viewpoint is not considered to have an adverse effect on Smith Prairie or ELNHR 
resources. 

Viewpoint 4 - View Looking Northeast from Keystone Road 

Figure 3.5-9 simulates the view of the proposed ECT facility south from Keystone Road. 
The proposed ECT facility would be approximately 500 feet to the northeast. The typical 
view would be at an angle, assuming visitors are traveling along Keystone Road in a 
north-south direction. The typical duration of view would be short assuming that visitors 
are traveling by vehicle. The distance to the proposed ECT facility would be relatively 
close and the facility would be a dominant foreground visual feature in the landscape. 
Other OLF Coupeville structures, such as the airfield tower, would also be evident in the 
background. The top of the proposed radome would be above the distant treeline due to 
its proximity and would stand out in the foreground. The existing farmstead site, with its 
tree cover, would be north of the proposed ECT facility. Approximately 400 feet south 
and west from this viewpoint is a single-family residence. Two other residences are 
located nearby. From here, the proposed ECT facility would be a dominant middle- 
ground feature in the landscape. Compared to the other three views, the visual contrast of 
the proposed facility with the surrounding landscape would be the most pronounced. 
Given its relative proximity to the road, the proposed ECT facility would be a dominant 
visual feature and would contrast with the agricultural landscape. The radome’s dark 
green coloration, which would allow it to blend with the tree line from the other 
viewpoints, would contrast with the sky backdrop from this viewpoint. However, views 
from motorists driving directly adjacent to the proposed ECT facility along Keystone 
Road would be partially buffered by the tall serviceberry hedgerow over time, and the 
design of the curving gravel entrance driveway would help block views at the entry point. 
Furthermore, the vast majority of visitors to Smith Prairie will view the proposed ECT 
facility from the other viewpoints previously discussed. Considering the all of the 
elements of the Proposed Action designed to reduce visual impacts, the Proposed Action 
at this viewpoint is not considered to have an adverse effect on Smith Prairie or ELNHR 
resources. 
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Summary 

At distances of approximately 1 mile (Views 1 and 3), the proposed ECT facility would 
appear in the background and would not be very evident. Within less than 1 mile (Views 
2 and 4), the proposed ECT facility would be in the middle-ground and foreground, 
respectively, and would be more apparent. Additionally, the proposed ECT facility 
would be more apparent in open flat areas where there are no obstructions from trees or 
structures and without a visual backdrop of surrounding forest. Painting or impregnating 
the surface of the proposed radome with a non-reflective dark green color(s) will help 
minimize the visual contrast by blending the structure in with the surrounding Douglas-fir 
forest and woodland vegetation. The evergreen tree buffer planted around the proposed 
facility would provide additional screening. In approximately five years, the evergreen 
trees would reach approximately 20 feet in height. In the High Zone (See Figure 2.3-1) 
the Douglas-fir trees would be allowed to continue to grow as long as they did not 
interfere with the operation of the ECT facility. These trees would grow taller than the 
radome and would effectively screen the views from the north and south. Trees in the 
Low Zone would need to be maintained at or below 20 feet so the ECT facility signal 
would not be blocked (See Figure 2.3-1). In addition, the serviceberry hedgerow to be 
planted along Keystone Road would help screen views along the adjacent roadway. 

Considering the elements of the Proposed Action designed to reduce visual impacts, 
impacts of the Proposed Action on aesthetics/visual resources in the southern portion of 
Smith Prairie and the ELNHR are not considered to be an adverse effect. 

The No Action Alternative would have no adverse effect on visual resources in the 
southern portion of Smith Prairie or the ELNHR. However, landscaping elements 
included in the Proposed Action would not occur, including planting of a serviceberry 
hedgerow and retention of forest lands near the proposed site. 

3.5.3 Mitigation Measures 

The Proposed Action includes many built-in measures to eliminate or minimize visual 
impacts. As a result, no adverse effect on aestheticshisual quality is anticipated. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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3.6 ELECTROMAGNETIC ENVIRONMENT 

This section discusses the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action 
Alternative on the electromagnetic environment near the proposed ECT facility. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

NASWI currently operates an existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base. This existing ECT 
facility operates within the emission characteristics as the proposed ECT facility and has 
been in operation since 1983. A review of the database maintained by NASWI for the 
time period of 1988 to 1996 has revealed no calls identifying complaints regarding the 
existing ECT facility. There have been no reported Electromagnetic Interference (EMI) 
impacts to Oak Harbor area facilities, including the Oak Harbor police and fire 
communications centers (1.3 miles), Viacom Cable facilities ( I  .3 miles), Naval Hospital 
(4.5 miles), Skagit Valley College (0.5 mile), Navy Exchange (900 feet), Navy 
Commissary (600 feet), and Navy family housing (450 feet) from the existing ECT 
facility. 

The proposed ECT facility would house an electronic device called a ground threat signal 
generator or Device AN/FSQ-T22. This is not a radar device. This device has been in 
use by the Air Force at the Cannon AFl3 since 199 1. The device includes a large aperture 
circular antenna array that is housed inside the radome, plus an external, telescoping, sail- 
type antenna (the external antenna may be relocated inside the radome). The antenna 
array would send signals to Navy aircrews. Pulsed energy signals would be released by 
the antenna and would range in frequency from 120 megahertz (MHz) to 18 gigahertz 
(GHz). Continuous wave (CW) signals would also be released ranging in frequency from 
4 to 18 GHz. These energy signals would be concentrated within a main beam or beams 
aimed above the horizon toward the Darrington Airspace and Olympia MOA. These 
main beams would not be aimed over the nearby town of Coupeville (1 3,200 feet to the 
northwest) because the airspaces are situated to the northeast and southwest of the 
proposed site (see Figure 2.2-3). As with the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, 
NASWI, the proposed ECT facility would be designed, constructed, and operated to limit 
main beam exposure to designated azimuths, attitudes, and degrees only. Equipment 
lockouts would preclude the main beam from ever being pointed toward the ground, 
people, structures, or roads. 

For high frequency electronic devices such as this proposed project, the Navy is required 
to conduct an Electromagnetic Compatibility (EMC) analysis in accordance with the 
current IEEE Standard C95.1-1991, Safety Levels With Respect to Human Exposure to 
Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 KHz to 300 GHz. These limits are used as 
the basis for Department of Defense (DoD) Regulation 6055.1 1, Protection of DoD 
Personnel from Exposure to Electromagnetic Fields at Radio Frequencies from 3 
Kilohertz to 300 Gigahertz. This EMC analysis ensures that the specified equipment and 
systems can be operated in the intended operational electromagnetic environment at 
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designed levels of efficiency without degradation due to EM1 and without causing 
Radiation Hazard (RADHAZ) problems. A “worst-case” condition is used in this 
analysis. Actual measured radio frequency (RF) levels would be smaller than the 
calculated values due to system losses and less than optimum performance by 
transmitters and antennas. This Navy EMC analysis that was conducted in 1996 is 
required as a precursor to a required Navy Site Approval. Results of the analysis are 
summarized in Section 3.6.2. EM1 and RADHAZ are discussed further below. 

EM1 - EM1 is defined as any electromagnetic disturbance, phenomenon, signal, or 
emission that causes or can cause undesired response of electrical or electronic 
equipment. Common examples are lines on a TV set or static on a radio. EMC safe 
separation distances have been defined for areas surrounding antennas where W field 
strengths are 10 Volts/meter (V/m) or greater. 

Potential sensitive receptors related to EM1 from the Proposed Action, as well as 
potential EMI-related issues identified by the public, include: (1) non-military 
communications equipment that typically have a design interference sensitivity level of 1 
V/m (pers. comm., Harvey, 1996); (2) communication operations in the town of 
Coupeville; (3) hospital/medical facilities with sensitive equipment located in the town of 
Coupeville; (4) electronic equipment used by nearby residents and motorists traveling 
along area roads, including Keystone Road (300 feet to the west) and SR 20 (located 
farther away); ( 5 )  aircraft within or near the main beam; and (6) people with implanted 
pacemakers in the vicinity of the proposed ECT facility. 

RADHAZ - RADHAZ is broken down into three areas: Hazards of Electromagnetic 
Radiation to Personnel (HERP), Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Fuel (HEW), 
and Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance (HERO). Strong RF fields can be 
hazardous to personnel and the public. Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limits 
have been established by the IEEE and DoD and are based on recognized thermal effects. 
These effects are the actual heating of tissue due to the absorption of RF energy. These 
limits vary by the time of exposure and whether the area is controlled or uncontrolled. 
Personnel can be exposed to higher RF fields than those listed in the requirements, but for 
a shorter period of time. The RF strength increases as one moves closer to the source 
antenna. 

HERP - The biological effects of RF exposure are thermal in nature and have been 
determined to be a function of the specific absorption rate (SAR). The threshold for 
adverse biological effects is recognized to be 4 Wattskilogram (Wkg)  for whole body 
exposure. Due to numerous variables that affect the SAR and the need to account for 
partial body exposure, the MPE limits are set at one-tenth this level, or 0.4 W k g .  The 
MPE limits are expressed in terms of measurable in-the-field parameters such as number 
of feet from an emission source and number of minutes of exposure. 

Limits are set for controlled (inside Navy control) and uncontrolled (outside Navy 
control) environments. In controlled environments, persons are cognizant of the potential 
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for exposure and the limitations for being in a particular area for a given length of time. 
These areas are often fenced and signed. Uncontrolled environments are locations where 
there is the exposure of individuals who have no knowledge or control over their 
exposure levels. 

The HEW safe separation distances for each emitter are based on the Permissible 
Exposure Limits (PELS) provided in IEEE Standard C95.1- 199 1. In a controlled 
environment, HERP distances for the proposed ECT facility range from 1 to 66 feet. In 
an uncontrolled environment, HERP distances for the proposed ECT facility range from 
32 to 107 feet. 

Potential sensitive receptors related to RADHAZ from the Proposed Action, as well as 
potential RADHAZ-related issues identified by the public, include: (1) personnel 
operating the proposed facility within the fenced security zone and inside the structure; 
(2) people outside the fenced security zone, such as hunters and farmers; (3) occupants of 
three nearby residences west of Keystone Road (the closest residence is approximately 
630 feet away); and (4) wildlife, including the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. 

HERF - In specific circumstances, RF fields can also ignite fuel vapors. Handling of 
fuels under normal circumstances and in normal temperatures does not pose a problem. 
Due to the many variables, minimum separation distances have been established between 
RF sources and fueling activities. Setback distances range from 50 to 200 feet. 

HERO - Like fuel, military ordnance can also be ignited under specific circumstances. Of 
particular concern are electronic devices on modem ordnance that are triggered 
electronically. There is no hazard to small arms ammunition. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

To minimize visual impact to the Smith Prairie landscape, the Navy investigated whether 
the proposed ECT facility could be lowered in height with the radome at approximately 
ground level and the support facility located underground. This would lower the overall 
height of the facility by approximately 15 feet. The Navy concluded that placing the 
antenna array at ground level would distort the beam pattern radiated to the aircraft due to 
ground effect. From a safety standpoint, if the antenna pedestal was placed at ground 
level, the safety zone required to provide an adequate distance to meet HERO, HEW, 
and HERP requirements would call for a much greater fenced area and an impractical 
working environment. By elevating the pedestal the height of the one-story support 
building, approximately 15 feet, the antenna beam pattern is propagated above building 
height and its energy dissipated in a manner that meets all applicable IEEE standards and 
HERO, HERF, and HERP safety standards at a shorter safe distance. 

Based on the Navy’s EMC analysis, Navy Site Approval has been recommended for the 
Proposed Action (technical memo from Commanding Officer, Naval Command, Control 
and Ocean Surveillance Center, 1996). This analysis used a worst-case condition and 
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considered the location and type of sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. No adverse 
impact from the Proposed Action is anticipated based on all current applicable IEEE 
standards and DoD regulations. The Navy would comply with all applicable IEEE 
standards and all recommendations of the Navy Site Approval for the Proposed Action. 

EM1 - Based on the EMC analysis, no adverse impacts would occur because of the 
Proposed Action to potential sensitive receptors related to EM1 if all Navy Site Approval 
recommendations are followed. These potential receptors include: (1) non-military 
communications equipment which have a design interference sensitivity level of 1 V/m; 
(2) communications operations in the town of Coupeville; (3) hospital/medical facilities 
with sensitive equipment in the town of Coupeville; (4) nearby residents and motorists 
traveling along area roads, including Keystone Road and SR 20; (5) aircraft within the 
main beam; and (6) persons with implanted pacemakers. 

The Navy would submit a request for frequency assignment to operate the proposed ECT 
facility to be forwarded to the Navy Area Frequency Coordinator and the Joint Frequency 
Panel of the United States Military Communications-Electronics Board. The Navy has 
filed an application with the FAA for Proposed Construction, FAA Form 7460- I .  This 
form addresses frequency and power transmissions related to aircraft and airfields. The 
FAA will further determine if restrictions on usage or direction may be required. This 
information would also be provided to the FCC for review. 

The proposed ECT facility should have no impact on vehicle electronics. During the 
entire operational life of the existing 15E34A at Seaplane Base, automobiles belonging to 
the technical personnel have parked within 50 feet of the facility with no known adverse 
effects on electronics. The operational ECT facility at Cannon AFB also has parking 
vehicles adjacent to the facility with no known problems. 

HERP - No adverse impacts would occur because of the Proposed Action to potential 
sensitive receptors related to RADHAZ if all Navy Site Approval recommendations are 
followed. 

There are no significant hazards to personnel operating the proposed ECT facility 
according to operational experience elsewhere. The current device 15E34A has been 
functionally operational since 1983. Since that time, the facility in which it is housed has 
been staffed 16 hours per day, five days per week by 4 to I O  technicians with no known 
adverse effects. The 15E34A is located adjacent to the NASWI fire department, aviation 
gas fuel farm, marina, Navy exchange, and base housing. There are no reported incidents 
of interference or disruption of any of these activities by the operation of the 15E34A 
ECT. 

Since public property and Keystone Road are at least 300 feet west of the proposed ECT 
facility, no HERP hazard would exist outside the security fence, off Navy OLF 
Coupeville property, or for nearby residents or any future residents in the area. 
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IEEE Safety Standard C95.1-1991 does not preclude the possibility of generating RF 
sparks or shocks through personal contact with conducting objects. Therefore, there is 
potential for exposure to RF hazards by on-site Navy technicians that may be located 
outside the building but within the security fence when the device is in operation. This 
potential hazard, however, would be addressed through signing and operational 
requirements included in the Navy Site Approval. Radio frequency hazard warning signs 
would be posted in the vicinity of the radome/antenna, especially in areas that 
technicians/visitors would normally use to transit to and from the proposed facility (e.g., 
parking lot and access driveway). 

IEEE Safety Standard C95.1-1991 exposure limits are not exceeded in areas subject to 
public occupancy and, unlike some proposed exposure guidelines for low-frequency 
(power lines) electromagnetic fields, C95.1- 199 1 does not identify cardiac pacemaker 
wearers as being at risk from the subject fields. 

Although there is a protected stand of trees containing a nesting pair of eagles within a 
quarter mile of the 15E34A at Seaplane Base, the birds fly the air currents flowing off the 
bluff and have continually flown within a few feet of the current ECT facility with no 
known adverse effects. There are no nesting eagles in the immediate vicinity of OLF 
Coupeville, and this area is not frequently used by eagles for foraging or roosting. 

The Navy has also investigated whether there would be any adverse effects from aircraft 
jamming signals sent from Navy aircrews directed toward persons or property on the 
ground. One of the basic principles of electronic warfare concerns electronic equipment 
where it is most vulnerable - at the receiver. The electronic systems of concern function 
with signal sensitivity levels greater than -100 dBm. Typical aircraft jammer power 
levels are attenuated by distance, atmospherics, and environmental effect, reaching the 
targeted systems on the ground at power levels of approximately 158 pW (158 x 10"2W). 
This power level may be compared with a typical cell phone that utilizes 600 mW (600 x 
1 0-3 W) of power. The typical cell phone user receives approximately 2 1 1 mW (2 1 1 x 
W) of energy. The amount of energy received by a person or object on the ground from 
an aircraft jammer would be negligible, or a billion times smaller than the amount of 
energy received by an average cell phone user. 

HERF - There are no significant hazards because of the Proposed Action to fuel as 
supported by current U.S. environmental and safety standards, where applicable. Since 
no fueling would occur within the allowed distance under the Proposed Action, no HERF 
hazard would exist. 

HERO - OLF Coupeville does not store ordnance so there would be no HERO hazard 
under the Proposed Action. In addition, aircraft currently fly within the main beam of the 
15E34A without adverse effects. 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any EM1 impacts and would have no 
RADHAZ impacts in the area surrounding the proposed site. 
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3.6.3 Mitigation Measures 

No adverse impacts to the electromagnetic environment are anticipated. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

3.7 CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

Whidbey Island has a uniform marine climate with temperature extremes modified by 
prevailing westerly winds from the Pacific Ocean. The marine influence is responsible 
for the relatively mild but distinct wet and dry seasons associated with the area. The 
mean annual temperature at OLF Coupeville is 46.6"F (Department of the Navy 1989). 
Average annual precipitation is approximately 20 inches due to the precipitation 
shadowing effect of the Olympic mountains, which cause prevailing southeast storms to 
drop most of their moisture before reaching Whidbey Island. Snowfall is a relatively rare 
occurrence and usually melts within a day or two. 

Spring and summer are characterized by clear, sunny days, with average daily maximum 
temperatures of 57.9"F. Winds are light and variable. In winter, a relatively stationary 
low pressure region develops in the Aleutian Islands in Alaska. This low pressure region 
sends storms through Puget Sound and is responsible for overcast, rainy winters with 
occasional fog. The average daily minimum temperature is 41.2"F. The strongest winds 
occur from the south or southeast during intense Pacific winter storms. Winds may 
exceed 55 mph once every two years and 80 mph once every 50 years. The design of the 
ECT facility would incorporate appropriate features to address the specific climatic 
conditions at OLF Coupeville including heating and cooling. 

The Whidbey Island air basin is considered an air quality attainment area. Air quality in 
the area surrounding the project site is regulated by the EPA, Ecology, and the NWAPA. 
The NWAPA is the local air pollution control agency serving Island, Skagit, and 
Whatcom counties. The NWAPA is not required to conduct a new source review for this 
project because they only have jurisdiction over non-mobile emissions. The EPA has 
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect the health and 
welfare of the public. Ecology has established standards for the State of Washington that, 
except for more stringent sulfur dioxide limits, parallel the NAAQS. Table 3.7-1 
summarizes the Federal, State, and local ambient air quality standards. 

Monitoring of ambient air quality on Whidbey Island is limited. NWAPA operated a 
total suspended particulate (TSP) monitoring station in Oak Harbor, but it was 
discontinued after documenting several years of low TSP levels. The other NWAPA air 
quality monitoring network is associated with an industrial complex near Anacortes. 
Sulfur dioxide levels there are approximately 30 percent of the 3-hour, 24-hour, and 
annual national standards, and about half of the short-term State standards. Because of 
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the low level of sulfur dioxide emitted locally and the distance from Anacortes, sulfur 
dioxide is not considered by NWAPA to be a problem in the Whidbey Island - Coupeville 
area. Carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, and ozone are not measured on Whidbey 
Island. However, the ambient levels of these pollutants are not expected to be of concern. 
The population near OLF Coupeville is sparse and the number of major industrial sources 
is limited. The only major source near the site is NASWI near Oak Harbor, which 
according to a 1993 letter from the NWAPA has emitted volatile organic compounds, 
particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxides, and carbon monoxide. 

Table 3.7-1. Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
I NATIONAL I WASHINGTON I PUGETSOUND " "" 

POLLUTANT Primary Secondary REGION STATE 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-Hour Average 

35 PPm 35 PPrn 35 PPrn 1 -Hour Average 
9 PPm 9 PPm 9 PPrn 

Particulate Matter (PM J 
Annual Arithmetic Average 50 pg/rn3 

150 pg/rn3 150 pg/rn3 150 pg/rn3 150 pg/rn3 24-Hour Average 
50 pg/rn3 50 pg/rn3 50 pg/rn3 

Ozone (0,) 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 
1 -Hour Average 0.12 pprn 0.12 pprn 0.12 pprn 0.12 pprn 

Annual Average 

1 .OO pprn 5-Minute Average' 
0.40 pprn 0.40 pprn 1 Hour Average 
0.25 pprn 0.25 pprn l-Hour Averageb 

0.50 pprn 3-Hour Average 
0.1 0 pprn" 0.1 0 pprn 0.14 pprn 24-Hour Average 
0.04 ppm 30-Day Average 
0.02 pprn 0.02 pprn 000.03 pprn 

Lead (Pb) 
Calendar Quarter Average I .5 pg/rn3 I 1.5 pg/m3 I 1.5 pg/rn3 I .5 pg/rn3 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) 
Annual Average 0.05 pprn 0.05 pprn 0.05 pprn 0.05 ppm 

ppm = parts per million (volumetric) 
pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
a Sulfur dioxide short-term standard never to be exceeded. 

Not to be exceeded more than twice in 7 days. 
Not to be exceeded more than once in 8 hours. 

Source: 40 CFR 50 (Federal); WAC 7 73-470 (State); Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency (PSAPCA) 
Regulations, Section 7 7.07 (local) 
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3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

The primary air pollutant emissions from the Proposed Action would be from 
construction activities and automobile trips associated with construction activities and 
operation of the facility. These impacts are summarized below. 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would temporarily generate 
locally elevated levels of pollutants, primarily suspended particulate matter due to the 
operation of portable generators and compressors that would produce exhaust emissions, 
use of heavy equipment, and local construction-related traffic. The movement of 
construction workers and materials to and from the project site would result in vehicle 
exhaust emissions and the generation of fugitive dust near the site. Soil disturbance 
during site preparation (clearing and grading) is likely to be the primary source of fugitive 
dust. However, such activities would be temporary and are not expected to significantly 
affect air quality. No large quantity of fill material will be required. Furthermore, the 
Navy would develop and implement appropriate fugitive dust control measures during the 
construction period. These dust control measures would reduce the emission of 
particulates, including during non-working periods. These measures would include the 
use of dust suppressants (i.e., site watering during dry periods), street sweeping, and 
reducing vehicle travel speeds over exposed surfaces. These measures could likely 
reduce on-site particulate emissions by up to 50 percent and would ensure compliance 
with Section 550 of NWAPA regulations (NWAPA 1993). 

The operational impacts of the Proposed Action to air quality are minimal and would 
include primarily air pollutant emissions from vehicles used by technicians commuting to 
and from the proposed ECT facility. Four personnel (two shifts of two personnel each, 
five days a week) would operate the proposed ECT facility, resulting in four extra round 
trips to and from the site (most likely from the Oak Harbor area). This very small 
increase in traffic is not expected to be a significant impact to air quality. The facility 
itself would not emit any criteria pollutants. There would not be any backup generators. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect climate or air quality, as no construction and 
no new operational activities would occur. 

3.7.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to climate and air quality are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 
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3.8 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed project site would be accessed by acquiring a County road access easement 
and constructing a 250-foot-long, 24-foot-wide gravel driveway from Keystone Road. 
Keystone Road is a two-lane local arterial County road with a posted speed limit of 50 
mph and has a shoulder easement of 20 feet on either side. The project driveway would 
intersect Keystone Road approximately 0.9 mile from its intersection with Patmore Road 
and 1.1 miles from the two-lane SR 20. Just southeast of OLF Coupeville, SR 20 meets 
SR 525, which connects to the city of Clinton in southern Whidbey Island. The 3.4-mile 
segment of SR 20 between the Keystone ferry landing and SR 525 has a level of service 
(LOS) rating of “A” that indicates high quality traffic service. This LOS rating is not 
anticipated to change through the year 2003 (Island County 1994). The SR 20 speed 
limit in the vicinity of the intersection with Keystone Road is posted at 55 mph. SR 20 
has been identified by the Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT) as a 
Designated Bicycle Touring Route (Island County 1994). 

Visitors to the ELNHR travel through the Reserve by way of SR 20 and five other roads 
that intersect SR 20. Keystone Road may also be used to travel in north-south directions 
but is not a heavily used route for Reserve visitors (pers. comm., Harbour, April 15, 
1996). 

None of the State or County roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project currently 
have, or are expected to have, LOS ratings of “D’  any time in the near future (Island 
County 1994). LOS D is considered to be the service level beyond which traffic levels 
create adverse impacts. Although groups of vehicles may occasionally form, traffic flow 
would remain stable and Island County LOS standards for rural areas would continue to 
be met. There are no highway improvements planned for the roads in the vicinity of the 
proposed project site. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

Short-term traffic impacts because of the Proposed Action from construction of the 
proposed facility would result due to the use of construction vehicles, hauling of 
construction materials, and construction workers traveling to and from the site on a daily 
basis during the approximately 10-month construction period. No significant hauling of 
fill material would be required. The arrival rate of trucked construction materials would 
vary over the construction period, as would the number of daily construction workers at 
the site. During construction, the Navy would use flaggers as needed to safely control 
construction traffic on Keystone Road and to guide large construction vehicles into and 
out of the proposed ECT site. Construction workers would likely arrive and leave during 
peak traffic periods (a.m. and p.m. peak), although typical construction activity would be 
spread beyond an %hour work period. It is anticipated that a maximum of 15 employees 
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would report to the site on any given day. Most workers would drive their own vehicles 
and park on Navy property. Construction traffic and parking are not expected to have a 
significant impact on the surrounding traffic. 

Operation-related impacts because of the Proposed Action would be limited to the 
addition of approximately four daily round trips occurring five days a week between the 
proposed ECT facility and the Oak Harbor area. The project would not cause a doubling 
of traffic volumes, which is the standard used by Navy Military Traffic Management 
Command (MTMC) guidelines to determine if roadway improvements are warranted. No 
significant impacts would occur to WSDOT-controlled facilities as a result of the 
Proposed Action. No intersections or road segments would be permanently impacted by 
10 or more peak hour trips, which is the threshold to require a traffic impact analysis 
under WSDOT guidelines. The proposed access driveway would access Keystone Road 
0.9 mile from the nearest intersection and would meet Island County arterial access 
spacing requirements. The Navy would acquire a County road access easement to 
construct a gravel driveway to the ECT facility. The Proposed Action would conform to 
Island County’s building setback of 20 feet from local access road rights-of-way (Island 
County 1994). Furthermore, the Navy would comply with all Island County Engineering 
Design and Development Standards and the Island County Fire Code related to adequate 
site access and safety sight distances (500 feet for a 50 mph road). 

The No Action Alternative would not affect traffic conditions, as no construction and no 
new operational activities would occur. 

3.8.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts on traffic and circulation are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are recommended. 

3.9 VEGETATION 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

The proposed site is entirely within an agricultural field used primarily for growing hay 
grass, such as alfalfa (Medicago sativa), but also may include varying amounts of 
orchardgrass (Dactylis glornerata), tall fescue (Festuca avundinaceae), bromegrass 
(Bromus spp.), bluegrass (Poa spp.), bentgrass (Agrostis spp.), clover (Trifolium spp.), 
and barley (Hordeum jubaturn). Winter wheat (Triticum aestivum), oats (Avena sativa), 
and peas (Pisurn sativum) are also grown on site. Approximately 477 acres of the 666 
acres at OLF Coupeville are outleased agricultural lands. Agricultural vegetation is 
compatible with the operation of OLF Coupeville and the adjacent ELNHR. The 
cultivated land may have supported native Camas (Camassia sp.) and other prairie 
vegetation prior to settlement (letter from Skubi, 1996). An abandoned farmstead is 
located along Keystone Road, and lies immediately north of the access driveway and 
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building site. It is dominated by apple/pear trees, shrubs, and blackberries. Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) dominated forests occur within 0.25 mile of the site. There are 
no rare plants, or sensitive native plant communities associated with the site (Department 
of the Navy 1989; letter from WDFW, 1996). 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Proposed Action would eliminate approximately 2.8 acres of outleased agricultural 
area. Of this total, approximately 1.3 acres would be occupied by the proposed facility, 
security zone, parking lot, and driveway; the remaining 1.5 acres would be converted 
from cultivated field to an evergreen tree buffer. The Navy would revise the existing 
boundary of the outleased agricultural parcel. This change in use is not considered a 
significant impact to vegetation resources in the area. The Navy would design and 
construct the project to minimize the amount of land converted from agricultural use and 
would avoid any impacts to the nearby forested areas. Landscaping of the ECT facility 
and buffer would be consistent with vegetation in the area and will help visually screen 
the new structures and parking lot. During construction, the Navy would plant 
approximately 83 evergreen trees (Douglas-fir and Leyland cypress [Cupressocyparis 
leylandii]) surrounding the ECT facility, blending the buffer vegetation with the existing 
vegetation. A serviceberry hedgerow would be planted extending from the proposed 
driveway south along the east side of Keystone Road to the existing forest vegetation 
(approximately 700 feet long). 

The No Action Alternative would result in the retention of the 2.8 acres of existing 
agricultural vegetation, principally hay grass. 

3.9.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to vegetation are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

3.10 WILDLIFE AND FISHERY RESOURCES 

3.1 0.1 Affected Environment 

There are no streams or open water bodies at OLF Coupeville; therefore, fish and other 
water-dependent species of wildlife are absent. The primary mammal species that may 
occasionally use the agricultural fields at the proposed site and nearby forests include: 
black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), coyote 
(Canis latrans), weasel (Mustela sp.), European rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus), cottontail 
rabbit (Sylvilagusfloridanus), Douglas squirrel (Tumiasciurus douglasii), mice 
(Peromyscus sp.), voles (Microtus sp.), and moles (Family Talpidae). Department of the 
Navy (1989) lists 139 species of birds that potentially occur at OLF Coupeville. 
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However, many fewer are likely to occur at the project site due to agricultural uses and air 
operations at OLF Coupeville. Northern harriers (Circus cyaneus), red-tailed hawks 
(Buteojamaicensis), and owls may occasionally forage on small mammals, and ground- 
foraging birds such as sparrows and western meadowlarks (StumelEa neglecta) may feed 
on plant seeds. Approximately 400 ring-necked pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) are 
released each year on portions of OLF Coupeville for hunting purposes. 

The bald eagle (Huliaeetus leucocephalus), a threatened species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA), is the only Federally or State-listed or sensitive species (a species that 
is proposed for listing, a candidate for listing, or a species of concern) known to occur 
near the site (letter from WDFW, 1996; letter from USFWS, 1996). Bald eagles are 
regularly seen at OLF Coupeville. There are three nesting territories within 
approximately 5 miles of the site - two along the Saratoga Passage shoreline and one 
along Admiralty Bay. According to the WDFW, the nearest nest is located about 2 miles 
northeast of the proposed site. There are no known roost or perch sites in proximity to 
the site. Bald eagles have been know to prey on the ring-necked pheasants that occur 
near the site and may fly over the area while foraging. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) also indicated that bald eagles may occur in the vicinity of the project 
during the wintering period of about October 3 1 through March 3 1. 

The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), a Federally listed endangered species, may 
migrate through the project vicinity in the spring and fall (letter from the USFWS, 1996). 
However, it is unlikely that the falcon occurs near OLF Coupeville, even as a transient 
visitor, given the level of activity and disturbance and lack of open water bodies for 
foraging. 

3.1 0.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Proposed Action would result in the loss of approximately 2.8 acres of hay grass, 
which would slightly reduce habitat for small mammals and birds that use the area. 
These impacts are not considered significant. The Navy would design and construct the 
project to minimize the acreage of vegetation loss/alteration and will avoid disturbing 
nearby forested habitats. Planting of a serviceberry hedgerow along Keystone Road and a 
Douglas-fir and Leyland cypress buffer surrounding the ECT facility would provide 
additional wildlife cover and screening. This would increase habitat value as compared 
to a hay grass field. Due to the distance to nesting, foraging, and roosting habitat, 
construction and operation is not likely to adversely affect bald eagles; nor would the 
Proposed Action have any adverse effects on the prey base or potential habitat of the 
peregrine falcon. 

The No Action Alternative would retain the 2.8 acres of hay grass habitat, but would not 
include the addition of evergreen trees and serviceberry hedgerows that would benefit 
some wildlife species. 
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staging area are anticipated to disturb approximately 3.3 acres of land. No significant 
impacts are anticipated. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect the geology, soils, or topography. 

3.1 1.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to geology, soils, or topography are anticipated. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

3.12 HYDROLOGY 

3.12.1 Affected Environment 

Surface water runoff at the site is minimal as the topography is nearly flat with a slight 
slope to the south. There are no surface water bodies at or near the proposed site. 
Review of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle topographic maps 
indicates that the primary surface water bodies within a 5-mile radius of the proposed site 
include the Saratoga Passage and Race Lagoon, 1.7 miles to the northeast; a tributary 
creek to Race Lagoon, 1.3 miles to the east; Crockett Lake, 1.1 miles to the southwest; 
and a tributary creek to Crockett Lake, 1.2 miles to the west. 

Groundwater is the primary source of drinking water in the portion of Whidbey Island 
near the proposed site. A City of Coupeville water supply well is located approximately 
0.6 mile southwest of the site. The City does not have a specific building restriction 
requirement around the well but is concerned about activities within the well field that 
could potentially affect groundwater. Typical construction activities such as those 
proposed at the ECT facility have a low potential for impacting groundwater as long as 
BMPs are implemented. EPA has classified the groundwaters of Whidbey Island as a 
sole source aquifer (47 FR 66,6 April 1987); Ecology has designated Island County as a 
groundwater management area under WAC 173-100, ranking second in priority within 
the state. In response to this condition, Island County has prepared a Ground Water 
Management Program (ICGWMP) to guide education, conservation, monitoring, 
regulation, and coordination efforts. Contamination of groundwater supplies is a major 
concern within Island County. Over the last decade, a building moratorium has been 
required in certain areas due to lack of groundwater; however, the moratorium did not 
include the proposed site. 

Whidbey Island groundwater yields range between 50 to 350 gallons per minute (gpm), 
with most wells yielding less than 100 gallons. An average of 6 percent of the 
precipitation percolates to recharge aquifers, and aquifer recharge is the preferred method 
for surface water disposal from a site within the ICGWMP. Water quality from wells 
varies considerably with regard to mineral content, color, and seawater infiltration. Water 
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tables generally follow the topography although perched water tables exist in some 
locations. Groundwater depths are typically 190 to 200 feet below ground level (pers. 
comm., Bruce, 1996). 

3.1 2.2 Environmental Consequences 

In general, the Proposed Action has the potential to generate a variety of construction- 
related pollutants such as sediment, diesel fuel, motor oil, paints, solvents, and cement. 
Water quality problems can arise if these pollutants are released to the environment and 
transported to water bodies. Construction of the proposed facility is not likely to affect 
surface waters since there are no waterbodies on or near the site. However, erosion and 
sediment control measures should be implemented during construction to minimize the 
opportunity for off-site degradation. The risk of groundwater contamination during 
construction would be greatly minimized by implementing BMPs as discussed in Section 
2.3. 

Operation of the ECT facility would have no significant effect on Surface water and only 
minimal effect on groundwater. The Navy would obtain potable water for the proposed 
ECT facility from a new on-site well. ECT facility water use is estimated to be up to 300 
gallons per day (see Section 3.4). Only two personnel would occupy the facility at one 
time. Newly planted evergreen trees and the serviceberry hedgerow would require some 
irrigation water during dry periods for approximately 3 years, or until fully established. 
The Navy would transport the water to the site by vehicle from OLF Coupeville, 
Seaplane Base, or Ault Field. No significant impacts to hydrology are expected. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect surface or groundwater resources. 

3.12.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to hydrology are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Public services analyzed in this EA include law enforcement, fire protection, emergency 
medical, and solid waste handling. 

3.1 3.1 Affected Environment 

There are no military security guards at OLF Coupeville, although there is a resident 
active duty military caretaker who can call for assistance when needed. The North 
Precinct of the Island County Sheriff's Department, located at 6th and Main Street in 
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Coupeville, is responsible for law enforcement in unincorporated portions of Island 
County from south of Coupeville to Deception Pass. There are 35 deputies and 1 sheriff, 
or approximately 0.6 officerdl ,000 residents in the Island County Sheriff's Department. 
At any one time, there are between one and three deputies on duty. Law enforcement in 
the nearby Town of Coupeville is provided by the Coupeville Police Department. 

The proposed ECT facility would be equipped with an FM-200 chemical fire suppression 
system (pers. comm., Bruce, 1996). Fire protection and emergency medical services on 
Navy property would be provided by Navy fire fighters located at OLF Coupeville while 
military aircraft are operating. The Navy has an emergency vehicle located at Ault Field 
that is equipped to handle flammable liquid spills. In the case of fire at OLF Coupeville, 
the Navy may be assisted by Island County Fire District No. 5 (District), which provides 
fire protection and emergency medical services for central unincorporated Island County. 
This assistance would be voluntary on the part of the District, based on the County-wide 
Mutual Assistance Agreement (pers. comm., Biller, 1996). The Navy would coordinate 
with the Island County Fire District No. 5 regarding on-call volunteer fire protection 
services that may be required for the proposed ECT project when OLF Coupeville is not 
staffed by Navy fire fighters. The District headquarters is located at 215 East Race Road, 
approximately 0.2 mile east of the SR 20 - SR 525 intersection. There is a volunteer 
station less than 1 mile from OLF Coupeville on Morris Road. The headquarters is 
staffed by two professional fire fighterdemergency medical technicians from 8:OO a.m. to 
5:OO p.m. daily, and volunteers at other times. Between these stations there are three fire 
engines. One aid car is available that is fully equipped with advanced life support gear 
and staffed by emergency medical technicians and paramedics (pers. comm., Biller, 
1996). 

Solid waste management and recycling services for the site are handled by the NASWI 
Public Works Department, with lunch-room and office-type waste long-hauled off the 
Island. There is an Island County transfer station for non-military waste located just 
north of SR 20, east of the town of Coupeville (pers. comm., Biller, 1996). 

3.1 3.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Proposed Action would occur within a fenced security area on Navy property; 
therefore, construction and operation would not result in additional demand for law 
enforcement services. The Proposed Action would not result in any significant increase 
in need for community medical or emergency services or for solid waste disposal as these 
are provided by Navy personnel. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect public services in the area. 
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3.13.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to public services are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

3.14 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

3.1 4.1 Affected Environment 

In general, humans can perceive noise level differences of about 3 A-weighted decibels 
(&A) or greater; however, a change in the noise level of at least 5 dBA is required before 
any noticeable response is expected. A difference of 10 dBA is perceived as a doubling 
of loudness, and would almost certainly cause an adverse change in community response. 

One way of describing fluctuating sound is to present a fluctuating noise heard over a 
specific time period as if it had been a steady, unchanging equivalent sound level called 
Leq. Leq is the constant sound level (A-weighted) that, for a given situation and time 
period (i.e., l-hour Leq, or 24-hour Leq), conveys the same sound energy as the actual 
time-varying sound. Several sound descriptors have been developed to summarize how 
people hear sound and to measure the impact of environmental noise on public health and 
welfare. The day-night sound level (Ldn) is the A-weighted equivalent sound level for a 
24-hour period with an additional 10 dBA weighting imposed on the equivalent sound 
levels occurring during night-time hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The added sound level to 
this noise descriptor is used to account for the greater sensitivity of people to noise during 
these evening and night-time periods. 

The EPA suggests the use of the Ldn noise descriptor to relate noise in residential 
environments causing interference with speech, sleep, and other activities. The EPA 
studies (EPA 1978) indicate that non-construction related levels of 55 Ldn or lower are 
acceptable, levels of 55 to 65 Ldn cause some impact, levels of 65 to 70 Ldn cause 
adverse impacts, and levels of 70 Ldn or higher are unacceptable. Various guidelines 
have also been developed by other Federal agencies. 

Ecology has also established environmental noise limits. These limits are defined in terms 
of an Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement (EDNA), which considers the use 
of the property and adjacent lands. However, noise generated at temporary construction 
sites as a result of construction activities (between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.) is 
exempt from these limits. 

The proposed site is bounded by OLF Coupeville airfield facilities and agricultural fields 
to the north, south, and east; and open area with private residences to the west of 
Keystone Road. The closest noise-sensitive locations are the private residences 
approximately 630 and 840 feet from the proposed site. There is also a large residential 
development located 0.5 mile to the southeast. 
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Navy training flights at OLF Coupeville occur between 7:OO p.m. and 7:OO a.m. and 
substantially increase noise levels during flights. Measured Ldn values from current 
Navy air training operations range up to 75 dB in the area surrounding OLF Coupeville 
(Department of the Navy 1993). 

3.1 4.2 Environmental Consequences 

Construction noise caused by the Proposed Action would be temporary and would not be 
expected to be significant. Impacts from construction would include noise from activities 
such as site preparation, truck hauling of material, pouring of foundations, use of cranes, 
and building construction. Typical noise levels associated with different phases of 
construction are shown in Table 3.14-1. These temporary noise levels may occur near the 
site boundary; however, the proposed structure is sited approximately 300 feet from the 
roadway, which would lessen off-site noise impacts. The Navy would minimize noise 
emissions during construction in compliance with Navy Environmental and Natural 
Resources Manual (OPNAVINST 5090.1B) that requires maximum use of low noise 
emission products, as certified by EPA, for all Navy-related operations, as well as 
compliance with other Federal, State, and local regulations pertaining to construction- 
related noise generation. In addition, the Navy would adopt the following measures to 
reduce construction noise: (1) limiting construction activities to normal daytime periods 
between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday, (2) using equipment with proper 
mufflers or noise control devices, and (3) situating noise-generating equipment as far as 
possible from residences along Keystone Road. 

Table 3.1 4-1. Typical Construction Noise Levels. 

Peak Average' 
Noise Level (dBA) Noise Level (dBA) Construction Phase 
Typical Average' 

Ground Clearing 

' During heavy activity periods. 
84 89 Exterior Finishing 
80 85 Erection 
73 78 Foundations 
79 84 

Averaged over an entire day of typical activities. 

Source: Bolt, Baranek, and Newman 7977 

Operational noise impacts associated with the Proposed Action would be caused by 
automobile traffic. Since the proposed ECT facility would be operated by a crew of only 
four contractor technicians (two persons during two shifts), the increased traffic noise 
would be insignificant. Residents along Keystone Road should notice no significant 
increase in noise level due to operations. 

Operation of the ECT facility itself would cause a small increase in exterior noise and 
would only be audible if standing next to the new facility. This noise would be caused by 
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the revolving antenna inside the radome. This noise level would be inaudible to persons 
off site, including adjacent residences. Operation of the proposed ECT facility does not 
affect the number, type, or location of air training operations that occur at OLF 
Coupeville and, therefore, would neither increase nor decrease Navy aircraft noise. 

The No Action Alternative would eliminate any short-term noise impact associated with 
the construction activity. There would be no effect on long-term noise levels from 
implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

3.14.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to noise are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

3.15 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

3.15.1 Affected Environment 

In February 1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898 that requires all Federal 
agencies to seek to achieve environmental justice by “identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects 
of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations” (Executive Order 12898). The DoD followed in March 1995 with its 
Strategy on Environmental Justice to meet the intent of Executive Order 12898, which 
the EPA approved in April 1995. The Navy has established policies and assigned 
responsibilities with the goal of preventing disproportionately high and adverse human or 
environmental effects on minority and low-income populations. The strategy states that 
DoD would use NEPA as the primary mechanism to implement the provisions of the 
Executive Order. The Navy is making this EA available to Federal, State, and local 
government agencies and representatives, the Swinomish and Samish Tribes, and other 
organizations so that possible concerns about the potential impacts of the Proposed 
Action can be expressed. 

Island County exhibits a lower percentage of racial minorities than Washington State as a 
whole, although the county’s percentage of Hispanics is slightly higher than that of the 
entire state. Compared to the nation as a whole, Island County has a lower percentage of 
Blacks and Hispanics and a higher percentage of AsianRacific Islanders and Native 
Americans. Demographic data for Island County appear in Table 3.15-1. 

The proposed site at OLF Coupeville is near a few existing residences, but is not near a 
predominately minority or low-income community. 

Environmental Assessment Page 3-52 



Electronic Combat Training Facility 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Department of the Navy 

Table 3.1 5-1. Island County 1990 Population Characteristics. 

Island 

80.3% 199,686,070 88.5% 4,308,937 89.7% 55,093 White 
Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Ethnicity 

United States State County Race/ 
Washington 

Black 
Native 1,959,234 1 .7% 81,483 0.9% 536 

- - - - - - - 
1,552 

0.8% 
12.1% 29,986,060 3.1 yo 149,801 2.5% 

American 
Asian/ 
Pacific 

7,273,662 4.3% 21 0,958 3.9% 2,397 2.9% 

Islander 
Hispanic 3.9% 9,804,847 2.4% 1 15,513 3.0% 1,855 

(any race) 
Total 248,709,873 100.0% 4,866,692 100.0% 61,433 100.0% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1992 

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on specific minority or low 
income communities, including Native American Tribes. No significant increase in 
pollution or health risks are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. The Navy has 
no plans to surplus OLF Coupeville. The Navy will distribute this EA to the Swinomish 
and Samish Tribes to ensure that these minority groups receive adequate information 
concerning the Proposed Action. Requests from any minority or ethnic groups or 
organizations for information and/or copies of this EA will be met in a timely manner by 
the Navy. 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on environmental justice. 

3.1 5.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts to environmental justice are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are necessary to comply with Executive Order 12898 and NEPA. 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE AND LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS 

4.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

NEPA requires that EAs address the cumulative environmental impacts from 
implementing a proposed action. Cumulative impacts are typically defined as two or 
more individual effects which, when considered together, compound or increase other 
environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts can derive from the individual effects of a 
single project on various resources or the effects of several past, present, andor future 
projects on these resources. Thus, cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor, but collectively significant, actions taken over a period of time. 

Principal resource topics addressed in this EA are presented first, followed by a 
discussion of other resource topics of less concern. 

4.1.1 Cultural Resources 

No known on-site archeological resources would be affected by the Proposed Action. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. If subsurface archeological resources 
are uncovered during construction activities, the Washington SHPO would be consulted. 

Historic resources in the vicinity of the proposed site include the CWIHDELNHR and 
two associated structures. Due to measures incorporated into the project to screen its 
visibility and the Navy’s commitment to remove the radome in the future, the project is 
not anticipated to adversely affect these resources, and no cumulative impacts to historic 
resources are anticipated. At the present time, no other future projects are planned at 
OLF Coupeville which could lead to cumulative effects. 

The No Action Alternative would not include the positive elements of the Proposed 
Action, including forest retention near the proposed site and hedgerow planting. 

4.1.2 Land and Shoreline Use 

The Proposed Action would permanently remove a small amount (2.8 acres) of outleased 
Navy agricultural land from crop production. While not designated prime agriculture 
land, this loss would contribute to an incremental reduction in the amount of agricultural 
land in the County. However, no significant adverse cumulative land use impacts are 
expected because of the abundance of existing farmland in the region and the small 
amount of land in question. No cumulative impacts on shoreline use would also be 
expected. 
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4.1.3 Utilities 

The Proposed Action would require new electrical and telephone utility hookups and 
Navy installation of a new water well and septic system. These utility hookups would 
cause an incremental increase in electrical and telephone usage in the area but would not 
exceed capacities. Long-term water use would be less than 300 gallons a day. This small 
quantity is considered a small increase in water use countywide. Short-term water use 
would result from landscape buffer and hedgerow irrigation until the plants are 
established. This use is not considered significant. No significant capacity problems 
were identified; therefore, there would be no significant cumulative impacts. 

Over time, other development may occur in Smith Prairie that would require utility 
service. However, no significant planned developed is expected within or adjacent to 
OLF Coupeville in the near future. 

4.1.4 AestheticsNisual Quality 

The Proposed Action would introduce a new large industrial structure in the landscape at 
OLF Coupeville and Smith Prairie. The Proposed Action would permanently replace 
some agricultural land with developed land. Because there are other existing industrial 
structures at OLF Coupeville, including a red and white airfield tower and a large 
industrial building, the proposed ECT facility would be similar in character to other OLF 
facilities. Additionally, vegetative screening has been included in the project to avoid or 
minimize visual impacts and the Navy has committed to remove the radome in the future. 
No cumulative adverse effects on aesthetic and/or visual resources are anticipated. 

At the present time, no other future projects (either by the Navy or other agencies or 
persons) are planned in the immediate area which could cause additional cumulative 
effects on aesthetic and/or visual resources. 

4.1.5 Electromagnetic Environment 

The Navy has conducted an electromagnetic compatibility analysis in compliance with 
DoD and IEEE standards to ensure that the proposed equipment and systems in the 
Proposed Action can be operated in the intended electromagnetic environment at 
designed levels of efficiency without degradation due to electromagnetic interference and 
without radiation hazard problems. A “worst-case” scenario was used in this analysis. 
Because there would be no significant contact with the main beam by wildlife and no 
contact by human beings, the proposed ECT facility would have no cumulative impact. 
Persons located immediately outside of the proposed building within the fenced security 
zone would need to adhere to posted restrictions to avoid any cumulative impacts. 
Because the main beams of the existing ECT facility and the proposed facility would not 
coincide near humans or wildlife, there would be no cumulative effect of the two beams. 
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Based on the Navy’s analysis, no cumulative environmental impacts are anticipated by 
the construction or operation of the proposed ECT facility. 

4.1.6 Climate and Air Quality 

The Proposed Action would have no significant cumulative air quality or climatic 
impacts. Auto emissions in the area would be expected to increase slightly; however, this 
increase would be insignificant. Construction-related dust impacts would be mitigated by 
implementing fugitive dust control measures. As such, no cumulative impacts would be 
expected. 

4.1.7 Traffic and Circulation 

The Proposed Action would cause an insignificant increase (four round trips per week 
day) in the level of traffic near the proposed ECT facility. Traffic levels along SR 20 and 
other roads are expected to increase slowly and all roads in the vicinity of the proposed 
ECT facility are expected to operate at acceptable levels of service for the foreseeable 
future. All WSDOT intersections in the area would operate adequately at LOS C or 
better. No cumulative impacts would be expected. 

4.1.8 Vegetation 

The Proposed Action would convert a small quantity of agricultural land to a non- 
vegetated (i.e., developed) condition. Special status plant species do not occur at the 
proposed site. Considering the quantity of agricultural land at OLF Coupeville and in the 
area, any cumulative loss of vegetation is not significant. 

4.1.9 Wildlife and Fishery Resources 

The Proposed Action would result in a small reduction in the amount of potential 
foraging area for bald eagles and peregrine falcons that might rarely use this area for 
scavenging of carrion found along Keystone Road. Because of the large prairies on 
Whidbey Island, this impact is not considered a significant cumulative impact. No 
fishery resources are found in the area; therefore, there would be no impact to this 
resource. 

4.1.10 Soils, Geology, and Topography 

Although the Proposed Action would cause minor localized impacts to soils during 
construction due to potential for soil erosion and changes in surface water runoff, these 
minor impacts can be effectively mitigated. In addition, the proposed site is flat and the 
soil is well drained. Therefore, no cumulative impacts would be expected. 
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4.1 .I 1 Hydrology 

Temporary construction activities for the Proposed Action could affect groundwater 
resources. Hydrologic impacts, however, would be effectively avoided through 
implementation of the BMPs described in this EA. These practices would preclude 
cumulative impacts as well. 

4.1 .I 2 Public Services 

The Proposed Action would not cause significant additional service demands on Sheriff 
and fire/emergency services in the OLF Coupeville area and would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact to these services. The Navy would coordinate with the 
Island County Sheriff's Department and Island County Fire District No. 5 to ensure that 
the Navy would continue to receive on-call service from these providers for all Navy 
facilities at OLF Coupeville. 

4.1.13 Noise and Vibration 

The Proposed Action is not expected to generate any significant noise impacts and would 
have no cumulative impact on noise levels. Measures would be implemented to reduce 
construction-related noise because of the proximity of off-site residences. The proposed 
ECT facility would cause no vibration impacts. Navy aircraft operations at OLF 
Coupeville/NASWI are not a part of this Proposed Action. 

4.1 .I4 Environmental Justice 

The Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on specific minority or low 
income communities on Whidbey Island. Therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.1 .I5 Minor Resource Topics Considered 

Resource topics considered to be of minor concern in this EA, but which need to be 
adequately addressed, are discussed below. 

Wetlands 

No wetlands exist at the proposed site for the ECT facility. Therefore, no cumulative 
impact to wetlands would occur. 
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Recreation 

The Proposed Action would have no impact on recreation resources in the area; therefore, 
there would be no significant cumulative impacts. 

Socioeconomics and Housinq 

Because only four personnel would be assigned to the proposed ECT facility, the 
Proposed Action would not cause a significant increase in the demand for housing. 
Therefore, there would be no significant cumulative effect on affordable housing in Island 
County. The Proposed Action would create both short-term construction jobs and a few 
new long-term jobs. 

Schools 

Because only four personnel would be assigned to the proposed ECT facility, the 
Proposed Action would not significantly affect enrollment in the Coupeville or other 
Island County school districts. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. 

4.2 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

The Proposed Action would result in the irretrievable use of energy and material, 
although such use is not expected to be significant. The Proposed Action would also 
irreversibly alter a small quantity of existing Navy agricultural outlease land. The loss of 
the agricultural land (non-prime agricultural land), however, would not be significant. 
The proximity of the proposed ECT facility to the existing ECT facility at Seaplane Base, 
NASWI would produce long-term energy and time savings through daily vehicle trip 
reductions in comparison with more distant alternative sites. Under the Proposed Action, 
the Navy would commit to removing the radome portion of the proposed ECT facility 
thereby minimizing the visual impact of the proposed project on Smith Prairie and 
adjacent ELNHR. 

4.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG- 
TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The loss of a small quantity of existing outleased agricultural land for use as an ECT 
facility (industrial use) would not be a significant impact since an adequate quantity of 
agricultural land exists elsewhere in the County, OLF Coupeville, and the vicinity. 
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NAVAL STATION PACIFIC BEACH, WA 
PRELIMINARY SITE INVESTIGATIONS 

A preliminary site investigation was conducted by the Navy and EDAW, Inc. during 
March and April, 1995 at a candidate ECT facility site at Naval Station Pacific Beach, 
Pacific Beach, Washington. This site investigation preceeded a follow-on location 
evaluation conducted by the Navy in 1996 (see Section 2.3 of this EA). During the 
preliminary site investigations, the Navy’s siting criteria changed and site constraints 
became known. This potential site was then dropped from serious consideration. 

This preliminary site investigation included a preliminary assessment of several site 
constraints including topography, erosion, wetlands, wildlife, and visual resources. Some 
agency consultation was conducted including scoping and identification of threatened and 
endangered plant and wildlife species that may occur at this site. These investigations 
found potential slope stability, wetlands, and threatened and endangered wildlife species 
issues at the Pacific Beach site. Preliminary visual impact studies were begun but not 
completed; however, there may have also been visual impacts to the adjacent state park 
and coastline due to the siting of the proposed facility near the edge of the bluff. 

This appendix includes the following: 

Regional Map; 
Site Map; 
March 27, 1995 Memo from , Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc., to  

 EDAW, on earth and water resources; 
April 18, 1996 Memo from , Beak Consultants, Inc., to , EDAW, 
on wetlands and potential threatened and endangered species; 
June 19, 1995 Letter from , USFWS, to , Department of the 
Navy, on potential threatened and endangered species; 
June 2, 1995 letter from , U. S. Coast Guard, to , Department 
of the Navy, on potential communications interference; 
June 9, 1995 letter from , Federal Aviation Administration, to . 

, Department of the Navy, on navigation communications; 
May 3  1995 letter from , Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission, to , Department of the Navy, on aesthetic and EMF concerns; 
June 9, 1995 phone conversation log from , Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, to , Department of the Navy, on potential wildlife and 
water quality concerns; and 
May 18, 1995 letter from , Department of the Navy, to , U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, regarding scoping for NEPA compliance. 
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Woodward-Clyde Federal Services 

Memorandum 

- Date: March 27, 1995 

I To: 
D A W ,  Inc. 
1505 Western Avenue, Suite 601 
Seattle, WA 98101 

- Phone: 622- 1 176 
- Fax: 343-9809 

i + rom: - 

1500 Cencuxy Square 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1662 
Phone: (206) 343-7933 
Fax: (206) 343-0513 

Subiect: Pacific Beach EA 

Bill, 

The following is a short s u m m a r y  of the d w a t e r  findings for the Electronic Combat 
Trainer site at Pacific Beach Naval Station. These finding relate to the proposed site, west 
of the perimeter road. 

-. I 

0 

The propoGd construction site is located approximately 25 feet from the bluff 
edge near the existing whale watching platform. Immediately north of the 
proposed site, the bluff is disected by a steep ravine (&e North Ravine). 

The bluff is approxirnarei;: 110 feec high, and is composed of about 80 feec of : 

gravelly sazds overlying a gwvelly sandy clay. The sand unit is highly 
permeable and erodible. In addition, the clay unit underlyiog &e sand acrs as 
a barrier EO groundwater moving vertically through the sand. Water hitting the 
clay unit tends to move laterally towards the a t  face of the bluff. The water _- 
on top of the clay unit therefore acts as a glide plane along which slope failure 
and slumping can occur. I 

Erosion due to wave action has been prevented by a remnant railroad grade at 

~" , 
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the base of the blu€f. The most prevelent erosion occurs from two culverts 
which discharge stormwater from the playfield area onto the top of North 
Ravine. One culvert is located at the head of the Ravine; the other is located 
on the southern side of rbe Ravine, adjacent to the proposed construction site. 
The water cascading from the culverts accelerates erosion and increases the 
potential for siope failure by undercutting the base of the bluff. 

0 Visual inspection of the site suggests that the promentory upon which the 

proposed construction site is located is approximately 2 feer lower than the 
playfield area. This could suggest chat some slumping of the promentory has 
occurred, making the area unsuitable for supporting a large swcrure. The 
weight of the Electronic Combat Trainer could act to further accelerate 
slumping along the clay layer underiying the sand. 

The bluff upon which the Electronic Combat Trainer would be constructed has 
a slope of approximately 68%. The Grays Harbor County Uniform Building 
Code has specific requirements for footing setbacks from descending dope 
surfaces. The code states that where the slope is sleeper than 45 %I (1 
horizontal to 1 verrical), the required setback shall be measured from an 
imaginary line 45 degrees to the horizontal, projected upward from the toe of 
the slope. Using a bluff height of 120 feet, the setback would be 
approximately 70 feer. The setback can be less if a geotechnical engineering 
study is conducted that states rhe slope is stable. 
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Although the results of using either methodology are generally similar, the 1987 federal 
methodology was used during the initial reconnaissance as this was the methodology 
currently accepted by the COE. During a 23 March 1995 meeting, Grays Harbor County 
Planning Department staff stated that the County does not have a sensitive areas 
ordinance. Consequently, the County does no specifically exert jurisdiction over 
development activities in wetland habitat. However, it is assumed that once the County 
adopts sensitive area regulations, the Planning Department would likely recognize wetland 
delineations conducted using the 1987 federal methodology. 

During the wetland reconnaissance, five soil test pits were excavated in the vicinity of the 
alternative site; however, due to compact soils and gravel, only one soil test pit was 
excavated in the preferred area. Within each soil test pit, soil texture, matrix color, 
presence of mottles (spots of contrasting color) or gleying, and saturation levels were 
recorded. Soil and mottle colors were determined through the use of the Munsell Soil 
Color Chart. In addition, hydrologic indicators, including wetland drainage patterns, 
presence of surface water, depth of groundwater and evidence of inundation (i.e., drift 
lines, water marks, oxidized root zones, etc.) were noted in the vicinity of each soil test pit. 
In addition to soils and hydrology data, vegetation information was also collected at 
random locations in the general vicinity of the preferred and alternative sites. 

Results 
Vegetation 
In general, both sites support plant species normally observed in maintained lawns. The 
dominant plant species in both areas is bluegrass (Poa spp.). English daisy (Bellis 
perennis), cat's ear (Hypochaeris radicata), lanceleaf plantain (Plantago lanceolata), clover 
(Trifolium spp.) and coastal strawberry (Fragaria chiloensis) are also common plant species 
throughout both areas. While wetland plant species, including soft rush (Juncus effusus), 
small-fruited bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus) and creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens) 
occur in isolated patches throughout the alternative site, these species are dominant only 
in localized areas. Their total dominance throughout both sites is negligible. 

Soils 
Halbert muck, a hydric (wetland) soil, has been mapped by the Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS) as occurring throughout the Navy's Pacific Beach site (Pringle 1986). Based on 
observations, and according to the Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP) prepared 
for the area, past on-site activities (occurring at least 40 years ago) resulted in the removal 
of the organic topsoil (muck) from most of the site (SCS 1991a). Soil profiles observed in 
both the preferred and alternative sites consisted of a gravelly sandy silt loam surface layer 
over a very compact silty clay subsoil. It appears the gravelly sandy silt loam is fill material 
that was placed over the slowly permeable native subsoil following the excavation of native 
muck topsoils. 
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Matrix colors of soils observed on the preferred site ranged from dark gray (10YR 4/1) to 
light brownish gray (2.5Y 6/2) on the Munsell Soil Color Chart (Kollmorgen 1990). Soil 
mottle colors observed in soils on the preferred site ranged from yellowish brown (IOYR 
5/8) to strong brown (7.5YR 5/8). Matrix colors of soils observed on the alternative site 
ranged from dark gray (10YR 411) to light brownish gray (2.5Y 612) to light yellowish brown 
(2.5Y 6/4) to light olive brown (2.5Y 5/4). Soil mottle colors observed in these soils ranged 
from yellowish red (5YR 5/6) to strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) to yellowish brown (IOYR 5/6 to 
1 OYR 5/8). 

Hydrology 
Saturated surface soils were present on both the preferred and alternative sites at the time 
of the site visit. The native subsoils were generally moist, however, they were not 
saturated. It appears that on-site surface water percolates through the fill material and 
"perches" on top of the native clay subsoil for extended periods, especially on the 
alternative site. 

Discussion 
As stated earlier, both federal wetland delineation methodologies generally require the 
existence of hydric soils, wetland hydrology and hydrophytic vegetation before an area is 
considered jurisdictional wetland. A hydric soil is any soil that is saturated, flooded or 
ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions favoring 
the growth and regeneration of hydrophytic vegetation (SCS 1991 b). Several soil forming 
factors such as climate, parent material and organisms affect the characteristics of a hydric 
soil; however, the hydrologic regime of a soil is the dominant influence on the 
characteristics of that soil. Prolonged anaerobic conditions cause the chemical reduction 
of many soil components resulting in the development of soil colors and other physical 
characteristics indicative of hydric soils (Environmental Laboratory 1987). Consequently, 
during the process of delineating a wetland, readily observable field indicators such as low 
soil chromas and soil mottling are generally used to determine the existence of hydric soils 
within an area. However, in many instances, hydric field indicators may be non-existent 
or difficult to observe due to past soil disturbance or the relatively recent introduction of a 
wetland hydrologic regime to the area in question. 

Based on observations during the March 1995 wetland reconnaissance, surficial soils in 
the test pit excavated in the preferred site exhibited strong hydric soil field indicators. 
Consequently, these soils would be considered hydric. Due to past soil disturbance 
including the removal of the topsoil, the soils in the alternative area generally do not exhibit 
hydric soil field indicators. However, based on observations, it appears soils within the 
alternative site are ponded for 7 or more consecutive days. Consequently, these soils are 
saturated for sufficient duration to develop anaerobic conditions. Therefore, they would 
be considered hydric under criteria developed by the National Technical Committee on 
Hydric Soils (NTCHS) (SCS 1991 b). 

(b) (6)
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Under the 1987 federal wetland delineation methodology, soils must be saturated to the 
surface for at least 14 days during the growing season (March through October) in order 
to satisfy the wetland hydrology criterion. Based on observations, it appears a large 
portion of the alternative site and, at least those portions of the preferred site which have 
not been impacted through the storage of gravel, would satisfy this saturation threshold. 
Consequently, in addition to the presence of hydric soils on both the preferred and 
alternative sites, the wetland hydrology criterion is also generally satisfied at both sites. 

As stated earlier bluegrass is the dominant plant species on both the preferred and 
alternative sites. Due to the time year when the wetland reconnaissance was conducted 
and local site conditions (mowing), it was not possible to key the on-site bluegrasses to 
species. However, it appears the on-site bluegrass is annual bluegrass (Poa annua) which 
is considered to be a hydrophytic species. Regardless of the plant species, COE regional 
guidance (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1994) allows an area supporting upland 
vegetation to be classified as wetland if both the hydric soil and wetland hydrology criteria 
are satisfied. Therefore, regardless of the species of plants growing on either the preferred 
or alternative sites, both of these areas would be considered jurisdictional wetland based 
on the presence of hydric soils and wetland hydrology. 

In a 4 April 1995 telephone conversation, Mr. , COE, Regulatory Branch, 
concurred that since the soils and hydrology criteria are satisfied, the COE would likely 
consider both the preferred and alternative sites to be jurisdictional wetland even though 
a strict interpretation of the vegetation criterion may not be satisfied. Mr.  further 
stated that, based on his limited knowledge of the project, it appeared that since the project 
area was on top of the steep bluff, on-site wetlands would be considered "isolated" from 
a regulatory point of view and would not meet the COE definition of "adjacency". 
Consequently, Mr.  stated that development activities in either area could likely 
proceed under the Nationwide Permit (NWP) process. Since the proposed area of 
development was likely to be relatively small, Mr.  suggested that it might be possible 
to permit the project under NWP 18 which allows minor discharges of fill material into 
jurisdictional wetlands providing that the amount of fill does not exceed 25 cubic yards or 
the filled area does not exceed 0.1 acre. Other provisions for the use of NWP 18 includes 
the completion of a wetland delineation and COE notification by the applicant prior to the 
start of the project. A Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Washington State 
Department of Ecology would also be required to permit the proposed project under NWP 
18. 

Lastly, based on observations, jurisdictional wetland does exist on the beach and in the 
drainage north of the preferred site. However, the proposed project is not expected to 
impact either of these areas. Additionally, since neither the COE or the County recognize 
buffer setbacks from jurisdictional wetlands, no wetland buffer encroachment issues exist 
for either the preferred or alternative sites. 
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Summary 
Based on field observations, and a telephone conversation with the COE, it appears all of 
the alternative site, and at least those portions of the preferred site which have not been 
impacted by past gravel storage, would likely be considered jurisdictional wetlands. 
However, based on the anticipated small area of project impacts, it appears it would be. 
possible to permit this project under the COE's NWP program. 

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
As part of this project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was contacted to 
determine the actual or potential existence of endangered and threatened animal and plant 
species within the proposed ECTF project area. Additionally, Priority Habitat and Species 
(PHS) database information was requested from the Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW). 

As a result of the formal request, the USFWS provided a consultation letter that stated both 
the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and the marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus 
marmoratus marnoratus) may occur in the vicinity of the proposed project (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1995). These species are federally listed as endangered and threatened, 
respectively (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1994). In addition to listed species, the 
USFWS consultation letter also provided a listing of candidate animal species that may 
occur in the proposed project area. These species consists of the little willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax trai//ii brewsten], long-eared myotis (bat) (Myotis evotis), long-legged myotis 
(bat) (Myotis volans), northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora aurora), Olympic mudminnow 
(Novumbra hubbsr), Pacific western big-eared bat (Hecotus townsendii townsendio and 
Yuma myotis (bat) (Myotis yumaensis). Since the 1995 consultation, the USFWS has 
revised the listing of plant and animal taxa that are candidates for listing as endangered 
and threatened (Federal Register 28 February 1996). All animal candidate species listed 
in the 1995 consultation letter have since been officially removed from candidate status. 
No plant species were included in the 1995 USFWS consultation letter (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1995). 

Results from the WDFW PHS database search yielded no records of priority or habitat 
species directly within the vicinity of the proposed project. However, the lack of database 
information does not necessarily imply that no sensitive wildlife species or habitats exist 
within the vicinity of the proposed project. 

In summary, prior to the development of the proposed ECTF project, the Navy should 
request a new species listing from the USFWS since the previous listing was prepared 
approximately 10 months ago. As a result of a new USFWS listing, the Navy may need 
to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) addressing those species having the potential to 
occur in the project area. Additionally, although the WDFW PHS database search did not 
reveal the existence of any sensitive wildlife species or habitats in the vicinity of the 
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. t  United States Department of the Interior 

( -  FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
North Pacific Coast Ecoregion 

Western Washington Office 
3704 Griflin Lane SE, Suite 102 

Olympia, Washington 98501-2192 
(360) 753-9440 FAX: (360) 753-9008 

June 19, 1995 

 
Department of the Navy 
Engineering Field Activity, Northwest 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
19917 7th Avenue N.E. 
Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7570 

FWS Reference: 1-3-95-SP-585 

Dear

This is in response to your letter (undated) received in this office on May 18, 1995. Your letter 
requested comments about the environmental impacts of constructing and operating an electronic 
combat trai&ng facility (ECT€) on the western boundary of Naval Station Pacific Beach in Pacific 
County, Washington. Due to s t f i g  constraints, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
does not have time to comment on all the issues that you intend to address in your environmental 
assessment. However, a list of listed threatened and endangered species, and candidate species 
(Attachment A), that may be present within the area of the ECTF is enclosed to assist you in your 
environmental assessment, Several phone calls left the question unanswered of whether wetlands 
are present in the vicinity of the proposed ECTF as Navy personnel were unfamiliar with the site. 
The Service will assume wetlands are present and add wetland species to the list. 

The list fulfills the requirements of the Senrice under Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended (Act). We have also enclosed a copy of the requirements for U. S. 
Department of the Navy (Navy) compliance under the Act (Attachment B). 

Candidate species are included simply as advance notice to federal agencies of species which may 
be proposed and listed in the kture.  However, protection provided to candidate species now may 
preclude possible listing in the fbture. If early evaluation of your project indicates that it is likely 
to adversely impact a candidate species, the Navy may wish to request technical assistance from 
this office. 
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i ATTACHMENT A 

LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED 
SPECIES AND CANDIDATE SPECIES WHICH MAY OCCUR 

WITHIN THE VICINTI’Y OF TEtX PROPOSED ELECTRONIC COMBAT “ N G  
FACILITY, NAVAL STATION PACIFIC BEACH, PACIFIC COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

(T20N RltW S20) 

1-3-95-SP-585 

LISTED 

Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoralus momoratus) - murrelets may occur in the 
vicinity of the project. 

Peregnne falcon (F‘uZco peregrinus) - spring and fail migrant falcons may occur in the vicinity of 
the project. 

Major concerns that should be addressed in your biological assessment of project impacts to listed 
species are: 

1. Level of use of the project area by listed species. 

2. Effect of the project on listed species’ primary food stocks, prey species, and 
foraging areas, in addition to roosting, nesting, and dispersal habitat in all areas 
influenced by the project. 

3 .  Impacts from project construction and implementation (e.g., increased noise levels, 
increased human activity and/or access, loss or degradation of habitat) which may 
result in disturbance to listed species and/or their avoidance of the project area. 

PROPOSED 

None 
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ATTACHMENT A (1-3-95-SP-585) Continued 

The following candidate species may occur in the vicinity of the project: 

@005 /006  

Little willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii brewsreri) 
Long-eared myotis (bat) (Myotis evotis) 
Long-legged myotis (bat) (Myoris volans) 
Northern red-legged fiog (Rana aurora aurora) 
Olympic mudminnow (Nowmbra hubbsi) 
Pacific western big-eared bat piecotus townsendii twnsendii) 
Yuma myotis (bat) Myoris yumanensis) 

4 



ATTACHMENT B 

F E D E U  AGENCIES' RESPONSIBILIT~S UNDER SECTIONS 7(a) AND 7(C) c. OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973, AS AMlENDED 

SECTON 7(a'r - Consultation/Conference 

Requires: 1. Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out programs to conserve endangered and 
threatened species; 

2. Consultation with FWS when a federal action m y  af€ect a listed endangered or threatened species 
to ensure that any action authorized, fimded, or carried out by a Eederal agency is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. The process is initiated by the federal agency after it has determined 
if its action may affect (adversely or beneficially) avlisted species; and 

3. Conference with FWS when a federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a 
proposed species or result in destruction or an adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. 

SECTION 7(c) - Biolo~cal Assessment for Construction Projects * 

Requires federal agencies or their designees to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for construction projects only. 
The purpose of the BA is to identify any proposed andor listed species which idare likely to be affected by a 

mtruction project. The process is initiated by a federal agency in requesting a list of proposed and listed 
meatened and endangered species (list attached). The BA should be completed within 180 days after its initiation 

. (or within such a time period as is mutually agreeable). If the BA is not initiated within 90 days of receipt of the 
species list, piease verify the accuracy of the list with our Service. No irreversible commitment of resources is to 
be made during the BA process which would resuIt in violation of the requirements under Section 7(a) of the Act. 
Planning, design, and administrative actions may be taken; however, no construction may begin. 

To complete the BAY your agency or its designee should (1) conduct an onsite inspection of the area to be affected 
by the proposal, which may include a detailed survey of the area to determine if the species is present and whether 
suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing population or potential reintroduction of the species; (2) 
review literature and scientific data to determine species distribution, habitat needs, and other biological 
requirements; (3) interview experts including those within the FWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, state 
conservation department, universities, and others who may have data not yet published in scientific literature; (4) 
review and analyze the effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and populations, including 
consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and i& habitat; ( 5 )  analyze alternative actions that 
may provide conservation measures; and (6)  prepare a report documenting the results, including a discussion of 
study methods used, any problems encountered, and other relevant information. Upon completion, the report 
should be forwarded to our Endangered Species Division, 3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102, Olympia, WA 98501- 
2192. 

* "Construcfion project" means any major federal action which significantly affects the quality of the human 
wironment (requiring an EIS), designed primarily to result in the building or erection of human-made structures 

3uch as dams, buildings, roads, pipelines, channels, and the like. This includes federal action such as permits, 
grants, licenses, or other forms bf federal authorization or approval which may result in construction. 
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Northwest Mountain Region 
Colorado, Idaho, Montma, 
Oregon, Umh, Waskington, . 
Wyoming 

Federal Aviation 
Adminiatration 

Department of the Navy 
Engineering Field Activity, Northwest 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
19917 7th Avenue N.E. 
Poulsbo, WA 98370-7570 

Dear Mr. : 

@ 003/010 

We are writing in re,wds to the proposed electronic combat training facility 0 near 
Pacific Beach, Washington. Our Spectrum Management Office has considered your proposal. 
Since we have navigation and communication facilities in the area, we are concerned about 
your ability to obtain frequency coordination for the activities planned for the Pacific Beach 
facility. 

We request that you coordinate your spectrum needs with the area Navy Spectrum 
Management Office to pze-determine the compatibility of the proposed facility with the FAA 
and other specwm users in the region. 

If you have any questions, or if we can be of any assistance please contact  of 
our Spectrum Management Staff, AN"462J,  at (206)227-2328. 

Sincerely, 

Manager, Airway Facililies Division 
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Mr.  
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
3704 Griffin Lane SE 
Suite 102 
Olympia WA 98501-2192 

Dear : 

5090 
Ser 232DMJ5 182 
MAY 1 8  4 8 9 5  

a 007/010 

The Navy, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impact of constructing 
and operating and electronic combat training facility (ECTF). As indicated on the enclosed map, 
the ECTF would be located in a currently vacant area on the western boundary of Naval Station 
Pacific Beach (Moclips Quadrangle -- S 20, T 20, R 12). From this location, rhe proposed ECTF, 
working in conjunction with an existing ECTF at NAS Whidbey Island, would provide concurrent 
radar coverage for aircraft operating in the Olympic military operating area. 

One 25 foot high concrete and steel structure would be constructed on concrete piers. It would 
provide enclosed administrative and equipment storage space, and computer space. On top of this 
would be a 45 to 50 foot high dome which will house the radar device. The total height of the 
facility would be 70 to 80 feet. Perimeter fencing and physical security are required. Special 
construction features include an elevator, exterior hoist. and 275 KVA power. Fire alarm. fire 
protection, acoustic attenuation, and electromageric radiation shielding is also required for the 
facility. Photographs of a similar ECTF are enclosed. 

We are soliciting your comments on specific issues and concerns which your agency believes 
should be addressed in the EA. Please note that we intend to address the following issues: 

earth and water, 
0 wetlands and biological resources, 
0 land and shoreline usdaesrherics, 

recrcatioq 
socio-economics and social justice, 

0 transportation, public services and utilities. and. 
0 air quality, noise. and E.W 

Please submit your comments. if any, by June 9, 1995 to the above letterhead address. Attn:
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Alternatives Analysis was conducted by the Navy to identify and assess potential candidate 
sites for construction and operation of a second Electronic Combat Training Facility (ECTF) to 
be used for training purposes by aircrews at Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island (NASWI), 
Washington (Figure 1). The ECTF would house a ANFSQ-T22 device used for electronic 
combat training purposes. An existing ECTF with this device is currently located on Whidbey 
Island at Seaplane Base, NASWI, near Oak Harbor, Washington. A total of 14 candidate Navy 
sites were evaluated in this analysis. Most sites (12) are located in the Puget Sound area. Two 
additional sites are located along the central Washington coast and south of the Columbia River 
in northcentral Oregon. 

The purpose of this analysis was to determine which candidate site or sites best met specific site 
selection criteria established by the Navy for a second ECTF to be operated in parallel with the 
existing ECTF at NASWI. Six site selection criteria were identified by the Navy to ensure 
proper and effective siting and operation of the second ECTF: five exclusionary criteria and one 
evaluative criterion. Acceptable sites must meet all exclusionary critieria to be considered by 
the Navy. Should more than one site meet all exclusionary critieria, an evaluative criterion was 
included to assess day-to-day efficiency of operating the existing ECTF at NASWI plus a second 
ECTF at another location on or off Whidbey Island. 

This Alternatives Analysis is divided into four sections - study area, methodology, detailed 
analysis and results, and summary - and is discussed below. 

1012 1/96 Page 1-1 
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2.0 STUDY AREA 

The construction and operation of multiple ECTFs in the Pacific Northwest has been a training 
goal of the Navy for many years. The study area has evolved over time with training program 
requirement changes and military project funding availability. Several potential Washington 
State sites were identified early on in the Navy’s site selection process including sites at Port 
Angeles, Omak, Moses Lake, and Pacific Beach, Washington. These sites were initially 
considered when training activities were to be jointly conducted with the Air Force in eastern 
Washington, and when the Navy fleet in the Pacific Ocean was included in the training program. 
The Navy’s training program has evolved to now include Navy aircraft only flying out of 
NASWI. These Navy aircraft use two training airspaces over Washington State called the 
Darrington Airspace east of NASWI (primary area used) and the Olympic Military Operating 
Area (MOA) west of NASWI. This MOA includes two sections: A and B. The location of the 
existing ECTF at NASWI and the location and configuration of the two training airspaces are 
critical to the study area for a second ECTF (Figure 2). 

The initial set of candidate sites at Port Angeles, Omak, Moses Lake, and Pacific Beach did not 
meet all the requirements of the aircrew training program using these two airspace areas. A 
second ECTF in the Port Angeles area would not provide adequate radar signal separation as 
there would only be a two degree angle of separation between the existing ECTF and a second 
ECTF site at Port Angeles. Due to this small angle, aircrews would be unable to distinguish 
between multiple radar signals. Candidate sites at Omak and Moses Lake were initially 
considered during program participation by the Air Force. However, Air Force realignment 
relocated its EF-111 aircraft assets elsewhere and a new ECTF within the eastern Washington 
State area no longer became an option. These two sites had additional restrictions since the 
efficient range for the training scenario from the Darrington Airspace area is between 30 and 100 
miles, and the Omak and Moses Lake sites would be too distant. Finally, a candidate site at 
Pacific Beach, Washington was considered and initially appeared to meet the Navy’s training 
requirements. Naval Station Pacific Beach in Grays Harbor County, Washington was initially 
the preferred location for the second ECTF. With the exception of potential conflict with a 
commercial aircraft corridor in the area, this site appeared to be suitable for training both 
shipcrews and aircrews. However, field investigations showed that soils, wetlands, and erosional 
bluff hazards made this site unacceptable for construction (also see Appendix A in the 
Environmental Assessment). In addition, a tall metal water tank and tower located off site would 
likely block signal transmission. At about the time this site was being considered, the Navy’s 
training program dropped the requirement for inclusion of the Navy fleet in the Pacific Ocean. 
This change also made a coastal site such as Pacific Beach less preferred. Additionally, the 
distance to the Darrington Airspace from Pacific Beach was too great and significant terrain 
masking exists which precludes adequate signal coverage. 

Following Navy changes in the training program and the elimination of the four initial candidate 
sites, the Navy needed to search for a new set of candidate sites and siting criteria had to be 
revised. In addition, candidate sites must be sited far enough away from the existing ECTF at 
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Seaplane Base, NASWI, so that Navy aircrews can clearly distinguish between the signals being 
sent from the two sources. If the angle of separation between the signals is too small, aircrews 
cannot clearly distinguish between them. Other criteria must also be considered as described in 
Section 3.0, Methodology. 

To identify this new set of candidate sites, all Navy installations in the Puget Sound were 
considered. An ECTF site in the Puget Sound area is capable of sending a signal to both the 
Darrington Airspace and the Olympic MOA. In addition, Naval Station Pacific Beach on the 
Washington coast was reconsidered and a remote NASWI bombing range in northcental Oregon 
- NWSTF Boardman - was also considered for comparative purposes. All Navy properties 
greater than 2.5 acres in size and located on Whidbey Island were considered. Non-Navy 
military installations or other Federal properties in the Pacific Northwest were not considered 
because potential sites must be on existing Navy property due to nonavailability of federal funds 
to acquire additional non-Navy property. 

Fourteen candidate sites were identified from this search (Figure 3). These sites include: 

a Five at NASWI (two at OLF Coupeville and one each at Lake Hancock, Ault Field, and 
Seaplane Base, WA) 
One at Naval Station Pacific Beach, WA 
One at Naval Radio Station (T) Jim Creek, WA 
One at SUBASE Bangor, Camp Wesley Harris, WA 
One at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, WA 
One at Naval Station Everett, WA 
One at Naval Weapons Station, Detachment Port Hadlock, WA (Indian Island) 
One at NUWCD Keyport, WA 
One at FISC Manchester, WA 
One at NWSTF Boardman, OR 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY 

Fourteen candidate sites located in the study study area were assessed using criteria identified by 
the Navy: five exclusionary criteria and one evaluative criterion. These criteria are further 
discussed below. An acceptable site must meet all five exclusionary criteria. These criteria 
include physical, operational, and site availability requirements for the siting of a new ECTF. 
Additionally, candidate sites were assessed using an evaluative criterion related to operational 
efficiency and coordination. This last evaluative criterion was used to rank all acceptable sites, 
if needed. 

3.1 Exclusionary Criteria 

The five exclusionary criteria used to evaluate potential sites include the following: 

Criterion 1: Line of Sight /Terrain Blockage. This criterion addresses one of the physical 
requirements of the ECTF. The signal used to track aircraft and radio communications, as 
well as signals emitted for training, do not bend in the atmosphere. Their physical properties 
require an AN/FSQ-T22 device to be positioned in a location from which the aircraft being 
tracked can maintain straight line, or line of sight (L-0-S), between the ECTF and the 
aircraft during a training flight. Criterion 1 addresses primary obstructions preventing L-0-S 
operations including large-scale terrain blockage or the physical blockage of signals by 
topography (e.g., large hills and mountains). Other man-made or smaller-scale obstructions 
(e.g., trees, small hills, buildings, water tanks, antenna, etc.) can also block signals. These 
considerations were addressed in Criterion 5 based on site specific information from maps 
and site visits. For Criterion 1, the Tactical EA-6B Mission Support (TEAMS) system, a 
mission planning computer for EA-6B aircrews, was used to evaluate the effect of large- 
scale terrain obstructions on airspace coverage. A candidate site location was chosen for 
each installation that would potentially be suitable for operating an ECTF. A TEAMS 
computerized terrain analysis was conducted for each site based on the latitude and longitude 
of that site. This analysis assumed an aircraft altitude of 20,000 feet within the defined 
airspace of the Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace. The computerized terrain analysis 
for each candidate site depicts a graphic display of the signal coverage and its relationship to 
the Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace. The computer output displays the Darrington 
Airspace and Olympic MOA-sections A and B as white-line geometric shapes and includes 
the coastal shoreline, CanadiamS border, and terrain relief. Each candidate site is marked 
by a “B” on these displays with a site name indicator. The displays indicate the area of 
signal coverage limited by terrain blockage or distance as a fluid-like white line. Assuming 
an aircraft altitude of 20,000 feet, an aircraft inside of the signal polygon would have line-of- 
sight with the ECTF. Outside of the signal polygon, the aircraft would be blocked by terrain 
obstruction or the site is too far away for acceptable signal transmission. In this case, the 
aircraft would no longer have line-of-sight. Each candidate site was evaluated as either good 
(no or minimal obstructions to airspace coverage), fair (significant obstructions to airspace 
coverage), or poor (total obstruction of airspace). 
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0 Criterion 2: Loiter Airspace Reauirements. This criterion addresses one of the physical 
requirements of the ECTF. The electronic signal emitted from the AN/FSQ-T22 device must 
extend across the Darrington Airspace and the Olympic MOA so that aircraft can loiter for a 
required time while conducting surveillance training. The size, shape, length and 
configuration of the signal area is important. Non-signal areas or dead spots within the 
Darrington Airspace or Olympic MOA negatively affect training excercizes. The ability of 
an aircraft to conduct realistic racetrack patterns is negatively impacted by terrain blockage 
of a signal. If the terrain obstruction is significant enough, the aircraft may not be able to fly 
a normal racetrack pattern and still receive signals from the ECTF while remaining within 
the airspace boundaries. Although limited operations can be conducted while an aircraft is 
transiting through the airspace, normal training events must be conducted while flying non- 
maneuvering straight line racetrack patterns. Racetrack tracking lengths for the EA-6B 
aircraft typically run from 50 to 60 miles. For the P-3EP-3 aircraft, racetrack lengths are 
longer typically running from 90 to 100 miles. Mission time for the EA-6B aircraft averages 
approximately 30 minutes, and for the P-3EP-3 aircraft the average time is 60 to 90 minutes. 
These lengths and times differ between the EA-6B and P-3/ EP-3 aircraft airframes due to 
turning radii, time to turn, and other operational characteristics. The primary loiter airspace 
for the conduct of this form of training is the Darrington Airspace. The secondary or lesser- 
used loiter airspace is the Olympic MOA - sections A and B. 

Criterion 3: Distance From the Device to the Airspace Areas. This criterion addresses one of 
the physical requirements of the ECTF. Routine operations involve aircraft tracking in the 
range of 30 to 100 miles, with a minimum allowable range of near overhead and a maximum 
noted tracking range of approximately 125 miles. Beyond 100 miles from the AN/FSQ-T22 
device, reception of the signals is severely degraded. Therefore, 100 nautical miles is used 
as a maximum distance. 

Criterion 4: Signal Direction of Arrival (DOAYAnrrle SeDaration. This criterion addresses 
one of the operational requirements of the ECTF. EA-6B aircrew require the ability to 
routinely practice the rapid identification and location of simulated threat signals generated 
from multiple sites on the ground in coherent scenarios so as to arrive at the aircraft from 
diverse directions, A DOA separation of more than two degrees is required. This requirement 
translates to approximately 6 miles (minimum) required between the existing ECTF at 
Seaplane Base, NASWI, and a potential site for a new ECTF. 

Criterion 5: Potential Site Available and Feasible. This criterion addresses one of the 
operational requirements of the ECTF. A new ECTF site must have the physical space 
available for construction of the ECTF. Area requirements are approximately 2.5 to 5.0 
acres in size and include space for the ECTF building with radome, possible telescoping 
antenna, parking area, security zone, site access road, and utilities. There must also be 
sufficient clearance around the ECTF such that surrounding structures, hills, and trees do not 
obstruct or prevent signal reception by aircrews. Potential sites must be on existing Navy 
property because federal funds are not available to acquire non-Navy property. A candidate 
site at each installation was selected where there was minimal or no signal blockage. 
Typically, this resulted in the selection of hilltops or ridgelines or sites located away from 
the bottom of steep slopes. The constraints of siting the ECTF at these locations is addressed 
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in this criterion. Such constraints may include access and utility problems, insufficient 
signal clearance over trees or small hills, need for demolition or relocation of existing 
structures, and man-made physical constraints blocking the signal such as water tanks, 
antenna, and houses. 

3.2 Evaluative Criteria 

One operational evaluative criterion was considered. This criterion was applied after all five 
exclusionary criteria were first satisfied. 

Criterion 1 : Site Coordination and Efficiencv. This criterion addresses the efficiency of 
operating the existing ECTF at Seaplane Base, NASWI, plus a second ECTF at another location. 
Extensive coordination between the two ECTF operators is necessary to support the day-to-day 
requirements for training scenario development and conduct. In addition, aircrew and threat 
simulator operators must be able to efficiently interface to develop real world mission rehearsal 
scenarios. Operators would need to be able to work at either ECTF site interchangeably on a 
daily basis. Computer software and/or hardware changeouts are needed daily or weekly to 
change training sceanarios. A central warehouse of spare computer and device parts at NASWI 
is highly desirable. ECTFs that are far apart (over one hour drive from Seaplane Base) would 
likely require additional staffing and duplicate spare parts warehousing. This would 
significantly increase the operation and maintenance costs of the proposed dual-ECTF training 
program. Since coordination needs are daily, ECTFs in relative close proximity (minimum of 
six miles separation needed) would increase overall efficiency, reduce operational costs through 
reduced staff travel time, reduce staffing needs at distant sites, and eliminate duplicate spare 
parts warehousing. Sites within one hour driving time (one way) are rated as good. Sites within 
a one to two hour driving time are rated as fair. Sites with more that a two hour driving time are 
rated as poor. In several cases, ferry travel time on and off Whidbey Island must also be 
considered. 

~ ~~~ 
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4.0 SUMMARY 

A summary of the Alternatives Analysis is presented in Table 1. Table 1 compares the results 
from the analysis discussed in Section 5 for each of the 14 candidate sites using the five 
exclusionary criteria and one evaluative criterion. 

Only one candidate Navy site fully satisfies all exclusionary criteria: OLF Coupeville -Site #1 
(Southwest). This site also rates good for the evaluative criterion. As a result, the southwest 
OLF Coupeville site is the Navy’s preferred location for the construction and operation of a 
second ECTF in the Pacific Northwest. 

.. . 

. .  
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5.0 DETAILED ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Each of the 14 candidate sites were analyzed by applying the five exclusionary and one 
evaluative criteria. The results of this analysis are summarized below by candidate site. 

5.1 NASWI, OLF Coupeville, WA - Site #1 - Southwest 

General Site Location and Description 

Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville (Coupeville) is a component installation of NASWI and is 
located south of the Town of Coupeville in central Whidbey Island, Island County, Washington 
(Figure 4). Coupeville is 666 acres in size and is bounded by State Route 20, Patmore Road, and 
Keystone Road. The installation is used for Navy aircraft practice landings and takeoffs called 
Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP). Much of the aircrew practice takes place at night when 
the airfield is kept dark to simulate landings on a carrier at sea. The candidate site is flat and in 
an open agricultural field in the southwest portion of Coupeville approximately 300 feet east of 
Keystone Road and the boundary of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve. The Navy’s 
runway is located to the east and north. Forest lands are located to the south. Agricultural land 
and three homes are located to the west. Aircraft noise can be high at times requiring noise 
attenuation. The candidate site is located outside of the lateral clear zone and required Navy 
setbacks of the runway. The site is located at elevation of 188 feet. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of SightiTerrain Blockage: - Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 5. For Coupeville Site #1, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 11 10N, 122 38 OOW. Coverage of both 
airspace areas was judged to be good. Only a small portion of the Olympic MOA- section A 
would not receive a signal. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Reauirements: For Coupeville Site #1, the loiter airspace 
requirement for both the Darrington Airspace and Olympic MOA would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: Coupeville Site #1 is within 100 
nautical miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DOA/Angle Seuaration: Coupeville Site #1 is approximately 6 miles from the 
existing ECTF at Seaplane Base, NASWI. This is the minimum separation distance required by 
this criterion for adequate DOA separation. Since this site meets the minimum separation 
requirements, it was rated fair. 
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Criterion 5 - Navy Site Location Available/Constraints: There are no physical siting constraints 
for Coupeville Site #l .  The site is open, set back from adjacent hills and forest, and no tall 
structures are located nearby. The site is approximately 300 feet east of the boundary of Ebey’s 
Landing National Historical Reserve, a reserve established to preserve and interpret the historical 
landscape. The site is distant (approximately one mile) from a self-guided tour route of the 
Reserve. The radome would not extend above the treeline when viewed from the self-guided 
tour route or a proposed interpretive wayside along this route. However, to minimize the visual 
and cultural impact of the proposed radome on the landscape of the Reserve, mitigation would be 
required. Mitigation measures proposed include vegetative screening from several vantage 
points, coloration of the radome so that it blends in with the green backdrop of the adjacent 
forest, planting a serviceberry hedgerow and curving the entrance gravel driveway to minimize 
close-up views, and focusing visitors along the self-guided tour route and proposed wayside 
located one mile away (also refer to the EA). In addition, the radome would be removed when it 
is no longer needed by the Navy. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: The two ECTFs would be less than one hour’s 
driving time apart (20-25 minutes). The proximity of Coupeville Site #1 to the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base, NASWI, and to other resources at NASWI, enhances coordination opportunities 
and efficiency and would assist in maximizing training time and the utilization of both ECTFs. 

5.2 NASWI, OLF Coupeviile, WA - Site #2 - Northeast 

General Site Location and Description 

A second site at Coupeville was considered in this analysis (see Figure 4 for Sites 1 and 2). The 
candidate site #2 is flat and in an open agricultural field in the northeast portion of Coupeville 
approximately 300 feet west and south of State Route 20. The boundary of Ebey’s Landing 
National Historical Reserve is approximately 300 feet north of the site. The runway is located to 
the west and south. Forest lands are located to the east. Agricultural land is located to the north 
and west. Aircraft noise can be high at times requiring attenuation. The candidate site is located 
outside of the lateral clear zone and required Navy setbacks of the runway. The site is located at 
an elevation of 195 feet. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sight/Terrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated previously in Figure 5 (for Sites 1 and 2). 
For Coupeville Site #2, the latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 11 10N, 122 38 
OOW. Coverage of both airspace areas was judged to be good. Only a small portion of the 
Olympic MOA-section A would not receive a signal. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter AirsDace Reauirements: For Coupeville Site #2, the loiter airspace 
requirement for both the Darrington Airspace and Olympic MOA would be met. 
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Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: Coupeville Site #2 is within 100 
nautical miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle Seuaration: Coupeville Site #2 is approximately 6 miles from the 
ECTF at Seaplane Base. This is the minimum separation distance required by this criterion for 
adequate DOA separation. Since this site meets the minimum separation requirements, it was 
rated fair. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: There are no physical siting constraints 
for Coupeville Site #2. However, adequate mitigation of cultural, visual and aesthetic impacts to 
the adjacent Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve would not be possible because the site 
would be too close (within 300 feet) to the self-guided visitor tour route for the Reserve, the 
radome would extend above the treeline from most viewpoints, and a proposed Reserve 
interpretive wayside pullout is planned within 500 feet of the site. Vegetative screening and 
coloration of the radome would not be adequate to mitigate the anticipated visual impact. 
Additionally, the site is in close proximity to a highway (SR20) creating security concerns. 
Therefore, this site is not reasonably feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: The proximity of Coupeville Site #2 to the ECTF 
at Seaplane Base, NASWI, and to other resources at NASWI, enhances coordination 
opportunities and efficiency and would assist in maximizing training time and the utilization of 
both ECTFs. 

5.3 NASWI, Lake Hancock, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Lake Hancock is a component installation of NASWI and is located approximately 15 miles 
south of Ault Field in central Whidbey Island, Island County, Washington (Figure 6) .  Lake 
Hancock is part of the Admiralty Bay mining range, a deactivated target complex which is now 
managed for wildlife, forestry, and limited outdoor recreation. It is bounded by State Highway 
525 to the east and Admiralty Inlet on the west. A tidal lagoon (Lake Hancock) is located in the 
southern half of the installation. The installation is 410 acres in size and is comprised 
predominately of timber, brush, and salt marsh. The deactivated target area includes an open 
field and one mile of shoreline. Development on the installation includes radio antennas and a 
concrete block house. The target area is closed and the installation has not been fully cleared of 
ordnance hazards. Due to the steep slopes on site that would block the ECTF signal, a high point 
was selected for the candidate site rather than one at the shoreline. The candidate site is 
moderately sloped (10 percent) and is located along the northern boundary of the installation 
above the lower tidal lagoon salt marsh area. Terrain to the northeast rises to over 300 feet 
within 0.5 mile of the site. The site is heavily wooded in this area. It is located at an elevation 
of 100 feet. 
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Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighnerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 7. For Lake Hancock, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 07 10N, 122 35 5W. Coverage of the airspace 
areas was judged to be good. Only a small portion of the Olympic MOA- section A would not 
receive a signal. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airspace Requirements: For Lake Hancock, the loiter airspace requirement 
for the Darrington Airspace and the Olympic MOA would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: Lake Hancock is within 100 
nautical miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAnde Seuaration: Lake Hancock is approximately 11 miles from the ECTF 
at Seaplane Base, NASWI. This is greater than the minimum separation distance (6 miles) 
required by this criterion for adequate DOA separation and resulted in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The candidate site is heavily wooded 
and has a moderate slope (10 percent) making construction and access more difficult and costly. 
No utilities or roads are located in the area, but these facilities could potentially be extended 
from the north through non-Navy property. Clearcutting of trees would be required over an 
estimated minimum 5-acre area. Lake Hancock contains several significant constraints 
including erodible slopes, sensitive habitat, saltwater and freshwater wetlands, cultural resources, 
and potentially unexploded ordnance. The radome would be highly visible along the coastline. 
Off-site terrain containing 100 foot high tree cover raises 280 feet above the site to the northeast 
and may cause some terrain blockage, particularly towards the Darrington Airspace. Therefore, 
this site is not reasonably feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: The proximity of Lake Hancock to the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base, NASWI, and to other resources at NASWI, enhances coordination opportunities 
and efficiency and would assist in maximizing utilization of both ECTFs. Driving time from the 
existing ECTF at Seaplane Base to this site would be under one hour (45 minutes). 

5.4 NASWI, Ault Field, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Ault Field is the main aircraft operations area of NASWI containing the primary airfield and 
runways. All NASWI flights originate from this installation. The primary mission at Ault Field 
is to support Navy EA-6B and P-3EP-3 aircraft squadrons. Ault Field is located 5 miles north of 
Oak Harbor, Washington in Island County (Figure 8). It is bounded on the west by the Strait of 
Juan de Fuca and on the east by State Route 20. The installation covers 4,325 acres with 4.4 
miles of shoreline. Although the base is highly developed with runways and other structures, it 
still contains more than 2,700 acres of open area, wetlands, agricultural leases, and forest lands. 

1012 1/96 Page 5-8 



ECTF Alternatives Analysis NASWI Ault Field, WA Site 

Figure 8 



ECTF Alternatives Analysis NASWI Ault Field, WA Terrain Analysis 



Proposed Second NASWI ECTF 
Alternatives Analysis 

Department of the Navy 

. .  

The candidate site is located north of the landfill area near Fakkema Road at an elevation of 
approximately 200 feet. It is near the main flight path of the north-south runway, but outside of 
the runway clear zone. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighflerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 9. For Ault Field, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 19 20N, 122 38 1OW. Coverage of both 
airspace areas was judged to be good. Only a very small (negligible) portion of the Olympic 
MOA-section A would not receive a signal. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Requirements: For Ault Field, the loiter airspace requirement for 
the Darrington Airspace and the Olympic MOA would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: Ault Field is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle Separation: Ault Field is approximately 3 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base, NASWI and other NASWI resources. This is half of the minimum separation 
distance (6 miles) required by this criterion for adequate DOA separation and resulted in a rating 
of poor. 

Criterion 5 - Navy Site Location Available/Constraints: The site is wooded and moderately 
sloped (5-10 percent) at an elevation of 200 feet. The Navy’s landfill is located nearby. Roads 
and utilities are located within the area. No major constraints were identified; however, the site 
is near the main north-south flight path and clear zone and would require further AICUZ 
analysis. Aircraft noise would require noise attenuation. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: The proximity of Ault Field to the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base and to other NASWI resources enhances coordination opportunities and 
efficiency and would assist in maximizing utilization of both ECTFs. Driving time between the 
existing ECTF and this site would be very short (5-10 minutes). 

5.5 NASWI, Seaplane Base, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Seaplane Base is a support installation of NASWI and is located near Ault Field to the southeast 
(Figure lo). It is located within the City of Oak Harbor on a point between two harbors and is 
bounded on the south by Maylor Point, Forbes Point and Crescent Harbor, a part of Saratoga 
Passage. On the north it is bound by Crescent Harbor Road. Oak Harbor bay is located to the 
west. Seaplane Base contains an area of 2,795 acres with 10.1 miles of shoreline. There are 
over 2,000 acres of wetlands, agricultural leases, and forest lands. The base contains engineering 
and other support functions, Navy Exchange, Commissary, marina and pier, Navy Lodge, family 
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housing, fuel storage, the existing ECTF, and other functions. The candidate site is near the 
existing ECTF (approximately 500 feet away) on a point of land between Oak Harbor and 
Crescent Harbor. The site is at an elevation of approximately 85 feet, approximately the same 
elevation as the existing ECTF. Officer’s housing is located to the west. The terrain drops off 
sharply to the east. The candidate site is in a HERO (ordnance hazard) area with a 3,000 foot 
radius. A bald eagle nest is also located in the vicinity. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighflerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 11. For the Seaplane Base, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 16 50N, 122 37 20W. Coverage of both 
airspace areas was judged to be good. Only a very small (negligible) portion of the Olympic 
MOA-section A would not receive a signal. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Reauirements: For the Seaplane Base, the loiter airspace 
requirement for both airspace areas would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: The Seaplane Base is within 100 
nautical miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAnde Separation: The candidate Seaplane Base site is collocated with the 
current ECTF at Seaplane Base. This is does not meet the minimum 6 mile separation distance 
required by this criterion for adequate DOA separation and resulted in a rating of poor. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The candidate site is undeveloped open 
space. The second ECTF, as with the existing one, would be very visible from the City of Oak 
Harbor. Roads and utilities are located nearby. A 30-40 foot standby water tank (No. 89) is 
located on a hilltop nearby and may cause some signal blockage. A bald eagle nest was 
identified in the area near the water tank which may likely seasonally restrict construction 
activity between January 1 and August 15. Operational conflicts between the two ECTFs may 
arise due to the close proximity which may need to be further evaluated. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: The proximity of the candidate Seaplane Base 
site to the current ECTF at Seaplane Base and to other NASWI resources enhances coordination 
opportunities and efficiency and would assist in maximing utilization of both ECTFs. 

5.6 Naval Station Pacific Beach, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Station Pacific Beach (Pacific Beach) is a hydrographic engineering laboratory. Its major 
tenant is the Northwest Fleet Recreation and Education Support Center comprising about 5 1 
acres of the base. The installation is located on the central Washington coast, within the Town 
of Pacific Beach, about 30 miles north of Aberdeen in Grays Harbor County (Figure 12). 
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The base is bounded on the west by approximately 800 feet of shoreline on the Pacific Ocean, 
and 2,800 feet of abandoned railroad grade. All of the area to the west is within Copalis 
National Wildlife Refuge. State Route 9-C traverses in a north-south direction through the base. 
The site elevation is 118 feet. The candidate site is located near the edge (within 25 feet) of a 
high coastal bluff approximately 110 feet high with a slope of 68 percent. Next to the site is a 
whale watching platform. To the east is an access road and an athletic field. An off site water 
tank is also located to the east. Immediately north of the site, the bluff is disected by a steep 
ravine. Wetlands are also located nearby. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Siphflerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was not achieved for the 
Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 13. For Pacific Beach, the latitude and longitude for 
the terrain analysis is 48 16 50N, 122 37 20W. Coverage of both airspace areas was judged to be 
poor. Most of the Darrington Airspace would not have signal coverage. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Requirements: For Pacific Beach, the loiter airspace requirement 
would not be met for the Darrington Airspace due to terrain obstruction. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: Pacific Beach is within 100 
nautical miles of the Olympic MOA, but is farther than 100 nautical miles from most of the 
Darrington Airspace. Therefore, this site would not meet the criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAnPle - Seuaration: Pacific Beach is over 100 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base, which provides adequate DOA separation for the Olympic MOA. However, this 
site has minimal DOA separation with the ECTF at Seaplane Base when the aircraft is operating 
in the Darrington Airspace. This condition results in a rating of poor for this criterion. 

Criterion 5 - Navy Site Location AvailableKonstraints: The candidate site has significant 
problems related to adjacent wetlands, bluff stabilization, and soil erosion. A tall metal water 
tank located off site would potentially block signal transmission. The radome would be highly 
visible along the bluff top from the Refuge. An athletic field would need to be reconfigured and 
potentially resited or abandoned. An access road would need to be realigned around the fenced 
ECTF. Therefore, no site is realistically feasible at Pacific Beach. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: Naval Station Pacific Beach is approximately 7 
hours (driving time with ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other resources at 
NASWI. This precludes efficient coordination. A lack of daily logistical support would result in 
less than optimum utilization of both ECTFs. 
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5.7 Naval Radio Station (T) Jim Creek, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Radio Station (Transmitting [TI) Jim Creek (Jim Creek) is a 5,000 acre Navy transmitter 
facility and is a component activity of Naval Computer and Telecommunications Station, Puget 
Sound (Figure 14). Operations at the installation include: (1) maintaining and operating an 
ANPFRT-3 very low frequency (VLF) Radio Transmitting System; (2) operating an electronic 
courier circuit for the receipt and delivery of Navy message traffic; and (3) operating and 
maintaining associated control and orderwire circuits. The installation is situated on the western 
slopes of the Cascade Mountains approximately 60 miles northeast of Seattle, Washington and 
12 miles east of the City of Arlington in Snohomish County. Jim Creek flows through the 
installation and is a tributary to the Stillaguamish River. Elevations at the installation range 
from 450 feet at the administration aredmain gate, to just over 3,000 feet at the tops of both 
Wheeler Mountain and Blue Mountain. Elevations above 1,800 feet receive snowfall from most 
winter storms. Side slopes are very steep. The installation has a system of access roads to 
provide maintenance on a 980 acre antenna field. The field is a complex network of overhead 
wires and towers and wires laying on the ground in a grid pattern. Vegetation in the antenna 
field must be maintained low for the transmitter to function properly. Due to the steep slopes on 
site that would block the ECTF signal, a ridgeline site is required for the ECTF to function. Two 
potential sites were identified: top of Blue Mountain or the top of Wheeler Mountain, both at an 
elevation of 3,020 feet. Both sites may be accessed via on-site gravel roads. Snow cover would 
make year-round access difficult. Two rows of six antenna are located along the ridgeline which 
may block the ECTF signal. Jim Creek administrative buildings are located down in the valley 
at an elevation of 450 feet or 2,570 feet below the ridgelines. The ECTF may potentially cause 
radio interference with the existing Navy transmitter facility. This possibility would need to be 
assessed. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighnerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 15. For Jim Creek, the latitude 
and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 13 10N, 121 54 30W. Coverage of both airspace 
areas was judged to be good. The southeast corner of the Darrington Airspace would have signal 
blockage. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter AirsDace Reauirements: For Jim Creek, the loiter airspace requirement for 
both airspace areas would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the ODerating Area: Jim Creek is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle SeDaration: Jim Creek is approximately 30 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum 6-mile separation distance required by this 
criterion for adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 
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Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location AvailableKonstraints: The only possible ECTF sites are 
located on mountain tops which would receive significant amounts of snowfall (3,020 feet in 
elevation). Year-round daily access to these two sites would be difficult via existing gravel 
roads. Possible conflicts with the existing transmitter system may cause ECTF signal blockage 
or interference. Therefore, no site is realistically feasible at Jim Creek. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: Jim Creek is approximately 3 hours (driving time 
to the mountain tops) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. This 
distance would make direct coordination and logistic support more difficult and expensive as 
compared to a site closer to the current ECTF; therefore, Jim Creek was rated poor for this 
criterion. 

5.8 SUBASE Bangor, Camp Wesley Harris, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Submarine Base (SUBASE) Bangor (Bangor) is a large Navy complex situated on the 
Hood Canal in Kitsap County, Washington (Figure 16). It is the only strategic defense 
installation in the Puget Sound. The primary mission of Bangor is to support and maintain a 
Trident submarine squadron and other ships homeported or moored at its facilities. Support 
facilities include ship refit, missle support, training, operational command and control, and 
community and personnel support. The waterfront area extends along the entire 4-mile long 
shoreline and contains facilities operated by four different commands. The entire waterfront is 
constrained by ESQDs (explosives safety setbacks). Bangor lands total 6,785 acres of which 
6,130 acres are at the main base. Miscellaneous land areas include 1,072 acres at the Keyport 
Ordnance Annex and 3,910 acres of ESQD arc encumbered lands (restricted areas due to 
explosives). The main installation area is already constrained by many existing facilities, ESQD 
arcs from weapons storage and handling facilities, and other planned uses. Potential ECTF sites 
at Bangor with no terrain blockage were all constrained with existing water tanks, antenna, or 
planned housing. However, a remote Bangor facility called Camp Wesley Harris offered a 
potential site which was selected for this analysis. Camp Wesley Harris is a 388-acre small arms 
markmanship and tactical training area located 6 miles south of the main Bangor installation. 
Seabeck Highway traverses through the southern portion of this installation. A small 
administrative complex is located near the highway. All ranges are located in the northern 
portion of the Camp. The candidate site is located away from the ranges on a hilltop at an 
elevation of 500 feet. The site is forested (second growth) and is gently sloped. Access is good 
and utilities are located nearby. A water tank near the site has been removed. The adjacent off- 
site area consists of a Christmas tree farm lot. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighflerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for both the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 17. For SUBASE Bangor, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 47 37 10N, 122 44 low.  
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Coverage of the airspace areas was judged to be fair due to partial terrain masking of the 
Olympic MOA- section B. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airspace Reauirements: For Bangor, the loiter airspace requirement was met 
for the Darrington Airspace, but not for the Olympic MOA. Terrain masking in section B would 
prohibit the flying of normal racetracks patterns in this airspace. Therefore, this criterion would 
not be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: Bangor is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAnde Separation: Bangor is approximately 35 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum separation distance required by this criterion 
for adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location AvailableKonstraints: The candidate site would require the 
clearing of approximately 5 acres of forest cover to allow for ECTF construction and to 
eliminate possible signal blockage. No other constraints were identified; therefore, this site has 
minimal constraints and would meet this criterion. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: Bangor is approximately 3.5 to 4 hours (driving 
time with ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. This 
distance would make direct coordination and logistic support difficult and expensive as 
compared to a site closer to the current ECTF and thus would not meet this criterion. 

5.9 Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (the Shipyard) is located in the City of Bremerton in Kitsap 
County, Washington (Figure 18). The mission of the Shipyard is to overhaul submarine, carrier 
and surface attack ships. This includes the refitting of various systems including nuclear 
propulsors. Some ships are homeported at the Shipyard. The Shipyard is an industrial area that 
contains 354 acres and is densely developed offering no potential site without demolition of an 
existing facility. The only open areas are scarce athletic playfields, parking lots and steeply 
sloped areas. The candidate site is sloped and is south of Mahan Avenue between two parking 
lots. A radio tower is located at this site and several buildings are located nearby. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of SightRerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for most of 
the Olympic MOA and all of the Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 19. For the 
Shipyard, the latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 47 35 50N, 122 38 IOW. Coverage 
of the airspace areas was judged to be fair due to partial terrain masking of the Olympic MOA- 
section B. 
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Criterion 2 - Loiter Airmace Requirements: For the Shipyard, the loiter airspace requirement 
would be met for the Darrington Airspace. However, the criterion is not met for the Olympic 
MOA due to terrain masking which prohibits the flying of normal racetracks patterns in section 
B. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: The Shipyard is within 100 
nautical miles of the Olympic MOA, but is greater than 100 nautical miles from the northeast 
portion of the Darrington Airspace. This condition would preclude this site from meeting this 
criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAnele Separation: The Shipyard is approximately 45 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum separation required by this criterion for 
adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The candidate site would displace some 
existing parking area and an antenna. Signal blockage may be possible due to nearby industrial 
buildings and terrain. The site is sloped which would make construction more difficult and 
costly. Therefore, this site is not reasonably feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: The Shipyard is approximately 3.5 to 4 hours 
(driving time with ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other resources at 
NASWI. This distance would make direct coordination and logistic support very difficult and 
expensive as compared to a site closer to the current ECTF and thus would not meet this 
criterion. 

5.10 NAVSTA Everett, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

The waterfront portion of Naval Station (NAVSTA) Everett (Everett) is located in the City of 
Everett, Snohomish County, Washington (Figure 20). A remote Navy Family Support Complex 
(FSC) is also associated with Everett and is located north of the City of Marysville, Washington. 
Both installations are new and are very compact. Portions of the waterfront site are not yet fully 
developed with new construction extending into 1998. Everett supports a Carrier Battle Group 
homeported at the installation and provides numerous support functions. No potential sites were 
available at the FSC due to the location of existing Navy buildings, a planned family housing 
complex, and off-site housing including a nearby mobile home park. Therefore, the only 
possible site would be along the Everett waterfront. The Everett waterfront is at an elevation of 
approximately 18 feet. A 60 foot high bluff is located to the east of Everett with a plateau 
beyond extending up to 100 feet in elevation within the downtown Everett area. The candidate 
site is located below the bluff top but away from the edge by about 1,300 feet. This site would 
impact three Navy athletic ballfields south of the off-site Port of Everett Marina. These 
ballfields are in short supply and cannot be replaced elsewhere including the FSC. 
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Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighflerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 21. For Everett, the latitude and 
longitude for the terrain analysis is 47 59 OON, 122 13 40W. Coverage of both airspace areas 
was judged to be good. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Reauirements: For Everett, the loiter airspace requirement for both 
airspace areas would be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: Everett is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle Seuaration: Everett is approximately 25 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum separation distance required by this criterion 
for adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The candidate site would displace three 
overlapping athletic ballfields which cannot be replaced elsewhere including the FSC. The 60 
foot high shoreline bluff and nearby buildings located on base may present potential signal 
blockage. This new Navy installation is densely developed and the siting of the ECTF at Everett 
would be inconsistent with planned use of the land. Therefore, this site is not reasonably 
feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: The Everett waterfront is approximately a 1.5 
hour (driving time) commute from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. 
This distance would make direct coordination and logistic support more difficult and expensive 
as compared to a closer site to the current ECTF. Therefore, this site was rated fair because it  is 
over one hour away from Seaplane Base. 

5.11 Naval Weapons Station, Detachment Port Hadlock, WA (Indian Island) 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Weapons Station, Detachment Port Hadlock, WA (hereafter called Indian Island) is 
located 35 miles north of the Keyport-Bangor complex (Figure 22). The installation is on an 
island connected to the mainland by a bridge. Indian Island provides the only road access to 
nearby Marrowstone Island to the east. Indian Island is in northeast Jefferson County, 
Washington, and is bounded by Port Townsend Bay to the north and west, Kilisut Harbor to the 
east, and Oak Bay to the south. The City of Port Townsend has car ferry service to Whidbey 
Island is located to the northwest. The mission of Indian Island is to provide conventional 
ordnance storage and refurbishment support to fleet ships coming into and out of Puget Sound. 
Indian Island consists of 2,7 16 acres of fee-owned land. Most of the island is constrained by 
ESQDs (explosives safety setbacks). The only area not encumbered by ESQD arcs is near the 
administrative area and an area used for operations and training near East Road. 
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The candidate site is at an elevation of 100 feet. Jorgenson Hill is located to the northeast with 
an elevation of 348 feet. A Bald Eagle nest, one of several on the island, is located 
approximately 500 feet away. The site is forested with a moderate slope. A Navy study would 
need to be done to address HERO (ordnance hazards) requirements at Indian Island. Ordnance 
electronic fusing may be potentially affected by the ECTF. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighflerrain - Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 23. For Indian Island, the latitude 
and longitude for the terrain analysis is 48 01 30N, 122 42 30W. Coverage of airspace areas was 
judged to be fair due to partial terrain masking of the Olympic MOA- section A. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Reauirements: For Indian Island, the loiter airspace requirement 
would be met for the Darrington Airspace, but not for the Olympic MOA due to terrain masking. 
This would prohibit the flying of normal racetracks patterns. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: Indian Island is within 100 
nautical miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DOA/Angle Seuaration: Indian Island is approximately 15 miles from the ECTF at  
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum separation distance required by this criterion 
for adequate DOA separation. However, some areas in the Olympic MOA and Darrington 
Airspace have less than optimum DOA because the two sites come close to lining up, depending 
on aircraft location. This condition results in a rating of fair. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The island is generally encumbered by 
ESQD arcs. The candidate site is outside of these ESQD arcs, but is 500 feet from a Bald Eagle 
nest. Federal and State Bald Eagle nest setback and activity restrictions would severely limit or 
prohibit ECTF construction and/or activities. A forested hilltop located nearby may cause some 
signal blockage. The site would need to be cleared of tree cover for construction and signal 
blockage. HERO requirements may be an issue at Indian Island. Therefore, this site is not 
reasonably feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: Indian Island is approximately 1.5 to 2 hours 
(driving time with ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. 
This time and distance would make direct coordination and logistic support very difficult and 
expensive as compared to a site located closer to the current ECTF. Thus, this site was rated 
poor. 
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5.12 NUWCD Keyport, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment (NUWCD) Keyport (Keyport) is located in Kitsap 
County, Washington approximately 8.5 miles north of the Shipyard (Figure 24). The mission of 
Keyport is to: (1) test, proof, and evaluate underwater weapons and components; (2) provide 
material and technical support for undersea weapons systems; and (3) manage undersea test 
ranges. Keyport is 361 acres in size consisting of a central warehouse area and a laboratory 
complex surrounded by groupings of housing and personnel support functions and ordnance 
magazines. The waterfront area has two piers. The candidate site is on a ridgeline at an 
elevation of 150 feet south of the main complex. This site is near a few base housing units on 
Griffen Road, an underground reservoir, and a 120-foot antenna. The area is designated for 
housing. Several off-site homes are located nearby as well. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sighnerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 25. For Keyport, the latitude and 
longitude for the terrain analysis is 47 41 30N, 122 37 1OW. Coverage of the airspace areas was 
judged to be only fair due to partial terrain masking of the Olympic MOA- section B. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airmace Reauirements: For Keyport, the loiter airspace requirement was 
met for the Darrington Airspace, but not for the Olympic MOA due to terrain masking. This 
condition would prohibit the flying of normal racetracks patterns. Therefore, the the loiter 
airspace requirement for both airspace areas would not be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the ODeratinrr - Area: Keyport is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle SeDaration: Keyport is approximately 35 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This exceeds the minimum separation distance required by this criterion for 
adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location AvailableKonstraints: The candidate site is located within a 
ridgeline housing area, would displace two to three homes, and would conflict with a nearby 
antenna. The site would need to be cleared of tree cover and the radome and clearcut would be 
visible for miles around. Therefore, this site is not reasonably feasible. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: Keyport is approximately 2.5 hours (driving time 
with ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. This distance 
would make direct coordination and logistic support very difficult and expensive as compared to 
a site closer to the current ECTF. Thus, this site is rated poor. 
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5.13 FISC Manchester, WA 

General Site Location and Description 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Manchester (Manchester) is located on Orchard Point 
in Kitsap County, Washington, south of Bainbridge Island (Figure 26). Bremerton is located 16 
miles to the west. Approximately 80 percent of Manchester is devoted to fuel storage over a 
234-acre area. With 33 under-ground tanks and five above-ground tanks, it is the largest DOD 
storage facility on the West Coast. Three types of fuel are stored here. A second mission is to 
operate the Oily Waste Treatment Facility and Fuel Reclamation Plant. The Navy would need to 
insert Figure 26- Manchester site assess HERF (fuel hazards) requirements if this site was 
selected. A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency test laboratory and a National Marine 
Fisheries Service research facility are located nearby at Clam Bay to the northwest. The 
candidate site is highly constrained and includes recreational facilities and housing. The site is 
highly visible from Bainbridge Island to the north and Seattle to the east. A Washington State 
ferry route is 0.5 mile away. The site is at an elevation of 20 feet with a 200 foot high hill 
located nearby. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of SinhtiTerrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was achieved for the 
Olympic MOA and Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 27. For Manchester, the latitude 
and longitude for the terrain analysis is 47 34 OON, 122 32 20W. Coverage of airspace areas was 
judged to be fair due to partial terrain masking of the Olympic MOA- section B, as well as the 
Darrington Airspace. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airsuace Requirements: For Manchester, the loiter airspace requirement 
would be met for the Darrington Airspace, but not for the Olympic MOA due to terrain masking 
in section B. This condition would prohibit the flying of normal racetracks patterns. Therefore, 
the loiter airspace requirement for both airspace areas would not be met. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Ouerating Area: Manchester is within 100 nautical 
miles of both airspace areas and would fully meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DOA/Angle Seuaration: Manchester is approximately 45 miles from the ECTF at 
Seaplane Base. This is greater than the minimum separation distance required by this criterion 
for adequate DOA separation and results in a rating of good. 

Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: Manchester is highly constrained. The 
site is located within an existing housing area with recreational facilities at Orchard Point. Some 
facilities and housing would be displaced. The radome would be highly visible from nearby 
Bainbridge Island, Seattle, and the Bremerton ferry route. Potential HERF hazards would need 
to be assessed by the Navy. Therefore, this site is not reasonably feasible. 
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Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiency: Manchester is approximately 3.5 hours (driving 
time and ferry crossing) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other resources at NASWI. This 
distance would make direct coordination and logistic support very difficult and expensive as 
compared to a site closer to the current ECTF. Therefore, this site is rated poor. 

5.14 NWSTF Boardman, OR 

General Site Location and Description 

Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility (NWSTF) Boardman (Boardman) is located in 
northcentral Oregon south of the Columbia River in Morrow County (Figure 28). The 
installation is about 220 nautical miles from Ault Field, NASWI. Boardman consists of 47,432 
acres of controlled land and is used as a bombing and training range by A-6EA-6 aircrews 
stationed at NASWI. The area contains many static and moving targets. However, much of the 
area (4 1,084 acres) is being used for grazing and crop production. Other areas are commited as 
Research Natural Areas. A support complex is situated in the far northwest corner of the 
installation. Boardman has an elevation of about 400 feet in the northern area and slopes up to 
900 feet in the southern area. The region is semi-arid with a sagebrush steppe habitat. The 
candidate site is located east of the support complex along the northern border at an elevation of 
420 feet. This area is not used for the bombing range. The site is undeveloped with access via a 
main base road. Few utilities are located nearby. 

Exclusionary Criteria 

Criterion 1 - Line of Sight/Terrain Blockage: Line of sight coverage was not achieved for the 
Olympic MOA or the Darrington Airspace as indicated in Figure 29. For Boardman, the 
latitude and longitude for the terrain analysis is 45 47 OON, 1 19 45 OOW. Coverage of airspace 
areas was judged to be poor due to terrain masking and the far distance to the two airspace areas. 
This condition precludes any signal coverage of either the Darrington Airspace or the Olympic 
MOA. 

Criterion 2 - Loiter Airspace Reauirements: For Boardman, the loiter airspace requirement is 
not met for either airspace area due to distance and terrain masking. 

Criterion 3 - Distance From the Device to the Operating Area: Boardman is greater than 100 
nautical miles from both airspace areas and thus would not meet this criterion. 

Criterion 4 - DONAngle Seuaration: Boardman is approximately 220 nautical miles from the 
ECTF at Seaplane Base, NASWI. This distance is far greater than the minimum separation 
required by this criterion for adequate DOA separation. However, the lack of signal reception in 
the airspace areas due to this far distance (greater than 100 miles) and terrain masking results in 
a rating of poor. 

~~ ~ 
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Criterion 5 - Navv Site Location Available/Constraints: The candidate site is undeveloped and 
has no known physical constraints. Since there are few utilities in the area, long extensions 
would likely be required. 

Evaluative Criterion 

Criterion 1 - Site Coordination and Efficiencv: Boardman is approximately 7 hours (driving 
time) from the ECTF at Seaplane Base and other NASWI resources. This distance would 
make direct coordination and logistic support very difficult and expensive as compared to a site 
much closer to the current ECTF. Thus, this site is rated poor. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
ENGINEERING FIELD ACTIVITY, NORTHWEST 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 

1 9 9 1 7  7TH AVENUE N.E. 

POULSBO, WASHINGTON 98370-7570 

5090 

RE: Preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA) Review 

Dear Reviewer: 

The attached Preliminary EA assesses the environmental impacts of constructing and operating an 
Electronic Combat Trainins (ECT) Facility at OLF Coupeville. Naval Air Station Whidbey Island. 
This proposed facility would be nearly identical to the current operating ECT Facility at the 
Seaplane Base and would operate in concert with the existing ECT Facility to provide in-flight 
crew training and practice on rapid identification, location and reaction to simulated threat radar 
signals from multiple ground sources. 

The proposed site provides the best fully operational alternative of the fourteen alternative 
locations considered in the northwest. The EA presents the operational site selection analysis and 
a detailed analysis of impacts for the proposed action. 

Your review and comment would help us prepare the tinal EA. Please return comments to Mr. 
 (Code 232DM) of this oftice by June 17, 1996. 

 
Director. Environmental Planning and 
Natural Resource Division 

Enclosure: 
(1) Preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA) 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)









United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

North Pacific Coast Ecoregion 
Western Washington Office 

3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102 
Olympia, Washington 98501 

(360)753-9440 Fax: (360)753-9008 

April 29, 1996 

 
EDAW, Inc. 
1505 Western Avenue, Suite 601 
Seattle, Wzshington 98101 

FWS Reference: 1 -3-96-SP-2 17 

-1, 1 

Dear : 

This is in response to your lerter dated March 19, 1996, and received in this office on March 20. 
Enclosed is a list of proposed ana listed threatened and endangered species, candidate species and 
species of concern (Attachment A) that may be present wi~hin the area of the proposed Electronic 
Combat Training Facdity Project ne= Coupeville, Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, Island 
County, Washington. This list hlfills the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) under section 7(c) of the Endangered-Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The list 
reflects changes to the candidate species list published February 25, 1996, in the Federai Regsrer 
(Vol. 61 No. 40, 7596) and the addition of "species of concern" prepared by the Service's 
Western Washmgton Office. We have also enclosed a copy of the requirements for U.S. 
Department of the Navy (Navy) compliance under the Act (Attachment B). 

Should the Biological Assessment @A) determine that a listed species is likely to be af€ecxed 
(adverseiy or beneficially) by a projea, the Navy should request section 7 consultation through 
this office. If the BA determines that a proposed action is "not likely to adversely affect:' a listed 
species, the Navy should request Service concurrence with that determination through the 
informal consultation process. Even if the BA shows a "no effect" situation, we would appreciate 
receiving a copy for our information. 

Candidate species are those species for which the Service has sufficient information to propose for 
listing as threatened or endangered under the Act. Species of concern (most formerly known as 
Category 1 and Category 2 candidates) are those species whose conservation standing is of 
concern to the Service, but for which further status information is still needed. Conservation 
measures for species of concern and candidate species are voluntary but recommended. 
Protection provided to these species now may preclude possible listing in the future. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

LISTED A i  PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
CANDIDATE SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONCERN 

WHICH MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE vICLTuTI”y OF THE PROPOSED 
ELECTRONIC COMBAT TlL4IMNG FACILITY 
AT NAVAL AIR STATION WHIDBEY I S U W ,  

ISLAND COUNTY, WASEUNGTON 
(T31N ROlE S12) 

FWS REF: 1-3-96-SP-217 

LISTED 

Bald eagle (HaZiaeetus IeucocephaIus) - wintering bald eagles may occur in the vicinity of the 
project from about October 3 1 through March 3 1. 

There is one bald eagle nesting territory located in the vicinity of the project at T3 1N R02E S06. 
Nesting activities occur from about January 1 througfi August 15. 

Peregrine falcon (FaZco peregrinzrsj - spring and fall migrant falcons may occur in the vicini? of 
the project. 

Major concerns that should be addressed in your Biolo@cal Assessment of project impcis to 
listed species are: 

1. Level of use of the project area by listed species. 

2. Effect of the project on listed species’ primary food stocks, prey species, and 
foraging areas, in addition to roosting, nesting, and dispersal habitat for applicable 
species in all areas influenced by the project. 

3. Impacts from project construction and implementation (e.g., increased noise ieve!s, 
increased human activiy andor access, ioss or degradation of habitat)’which may 
result in disturbance to listed species and/or their avoidance of the project area. 

None 

3 



ATTACHMENT A CONTINUED 

SPECIES OF CONCERN 

The following species of concern may occur in the vicinity of the project: 

Long-eared myotis (1Myotis evotis) 
Long4eSged rnyotis (Myotis volans) 
Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus borealis) 
Paciiic western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii tmnsendii) 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Columbm Cascades System Support Office 

909 First Avenue 
Seattle. Washington 98104-1060 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

"H42 17 ( EBLA) 

July 31, 1996 

Mr.  
Code
Department of the Navy 
Engineering Field Activity, NW 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
19917 7th Avenue N.E. 
Poul sbo, Washington 98370-7570 

Dear  : 

I have reviewed the Preliminary Environmental Assessment prepared for the 
electronic combat training (ECT) facility proposed for the OLF near 
Coupeville and would like to provide comments. I understand that the 
comment period ended June 17, 1996, but I hope that you will take these 
comments into consideration as our office did not receive the EA until May 
31, 1996. Initially, I agreed that the Trust Board of Ebey's Landing 
National Historical Reserve prepare comments on behalf of the historical 
reserve, because the board represents four partners, including the National 
Park Service. However, after giving the.proposa1 the review it deserved, I 
am compel 1 ed to comment as a representative of the National Park Service 
separate from the Trust Board. 

I am concerned about the finding of no significant impact in this EA and 
the use of that finding to preclude the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement. The proposed undertaking will have a significant impact 
on the Central Whidbey Island Historical District. As required by NEPA, an 
EIS is required for proposals and major federal actions that significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment. "Significantly" is defined in 
40 CFR Part 1508.27 with reference to "Unique characteristics of the 
geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park 
1 ands, prime farm1 ands. . . or ecologically critical areas. 'I The reserve 
is a unit of the National Park System and deserves special consideration 
because of its significance. 

For your information, the National Park Service i s  preparing an amendment 
t o  the CWIHO nomination to include 20th century properties and significant 
cultural landscape components that were not identified in the original 
nomination. Historic Smith Prairie, the area in which the proposed 
undertaking is to occur, is considered by the NPS to be a contributing 
element of the cultural landscape of the reserve. This ECT facility will 
have a direct impact on the integrity of one o f  only three open prairies in 
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the reserve that were farmed historically. Farming remains an important 
land use pattern that continues to this day. While it is true that 
documented historic buildings are not in close proximity to the proposed 
facility, it is critical to understand that the cultural landscape of the 
reserve presents an important component of Pacific Northwest history. 
Landscape features in the reserve, including open prairies, are important 
historic resources regardless of the presence of historic buildings. The 

, ,visual impact of this facility is more than merely an aesthetic issue and 
would have great impact on the historic landscape. The proposed mitigation 
to create an orchard for screening of the facil ity would present an 
historically inaccurate message to park visitors. This was open, 
unobstructed agricultural 1 and that had crops, not an orchard. 

While I applaud the Navy's attempt to .mitigate the visual impact o f  the 
proposed ECT, I strongly believe that the proximity of the proposed 
undertaking to the park is inappropriate. At the very least, a project of 
this scope requires an EIS to fully evaluate the proposed project and a1 1 
feasi bl e a1 ternat i ves . 
If you have any questions about these comments, please contact me at  

. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Si ncerel y , 

Historian 

cc : 
Chairman, EBLA Trust Board 

, WA SHPO 
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ELECTRONIC COMBAT TRAINING FACILITY 
OLF COUPEVILLE, WA 

AGENDA 

10 SEPTEMBER 1996 

1. Introductions 

2. Project Description and Overview 

3. Background on the Environmental Assessment (EA) 

a. Original project location - Pacific Beach, WA 
b. Discussion of alternate project locations 

4. Discussion of location - OLF Coupeville, WA 

a. Background on Keystone Road site 

b. Development of mitigation measures 

5. Status of Environmental Assessment 

6. Development of a Memorandum of Agreement 

7. Other issues 

























whzdbey Islanders for a Sound Environment 
A Non-Profit Public Benefit Corporation 

P. 0. Box 773 
Coupeville, WA 98239 

March 14, 1996 
Department of the Navy 
Engineering Field Activity, Northwest 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
199 17 7* Avenue NE 
P d s b o ,  WA 98370-7570 

Attn:  Code 2320M 

Subject: Comment on proposed siting of Radar facility at OLF Coupeville. 

Safety Hazard 
OLF Coupeville is a Navy facility comprising a singie 5400 fi runway and 4500 

ft taxiway on a narrow 544 acre open property entirely surrounded by private 

property. The Navy allows local farmers to harvest hay fiom the property, 

and model aircraft operators accss to the runway for recreational use. In 

addition to these current open access uses the OLF is used by local law 

enforcement agencies for driver's training. In the past it has been used for 

Drivers Education by Coupeville High School. The Navy property has no 
consistent perimeter fence or security gate. 

For over twenty-five years the Navy has repeatedly and consistently 

petitioned Island County government to take measures limiting construction near the 
airfield to buildings less than thirty feet in height. The Navy has refmed this 

policy through successive generations of AICLJZ studies. Other Navy documents 

list built structures as potential hazards to FCLP flight operations and 

indicate existing structures in the vicinity of OLF Coupeville require 

approach of the-field at a glide angle twice as steep as standard practice. 

Significant structures such as homes in Admiral's Cove at the south end of 

the runway and Island Transit Bus Depot and Hoyt Holster Company at the 

North end of the runway are situated within the highest accident potential 

zone which the AICUZ advises should be kept clear of buildings. 

The Navy is also well aware that the practice landing field constructed by 

the Navy in World War I1 for wartime use of single engine propeller 

* 
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whldbey Islanders for a Sound Environment 
A Non-Projt Public Benefit Corporation 

P. 0. Box 773 
Coupeville, WA 98239 

aircraft is a short 5400 A. singIe runway on a bare minimum of Navy 

property with Island County’s one arterial highway running close to the 

Runway property line (in piaces cioser than the Navy‘s own requirements) on 
three sides. A county road runs on the fourth side of t h ~ s  narrow open 

property within one or two hundred feet of the proposed Radar facility. 

In 1982 an EA6B crashed during FCLP operations not far from the proposed location of 

the radar facility. 

In light of dus record the board of WISE on behalf of its membership finds 

it inconceivable that the 70 foot tail radar station located ne$ to h s  

active FCLP runway wouid not add an increment of hazard to those operations. 

Given the Naw’s conscious decision to use OLF Coupeville for FCLP despite 

its failure to meet previously formulated standards for Class B Runway we 

frnd it unacceptable for the Navy to purposely add an additional hazard when 

other alternatives exist. 

“ I O U @  Safety is the environmental impact of most immediate concern to 

WISE we consider all of the following additional reasons to reconsider 

siting this facility at OLF Coupeville in the order listed in your lerter: 

Hydrogeology 
OLF Coupeville is located withm one of two officially designated 

sole-source aquifer critical water recharge areas in Washington State. All 

habitation and other land uses in Czntral Whidbey is entirely dependent on 

groundwater. OLF Coupeville is located in the most important recharge area f ‘ ,4  

and its continued status as unpaved open space has a positive environmental 

impact. Additional building and paving and automobile traffic associated 

with the proposed radar station will have a negative impact on recharge. 

Wetlands and biological resources 
WISE board member and native seed propagation expert  expresses 

his concern for unique biological resources at this site. Citing an incident 

when a onetime deep disturbance of OLF land under cultjvation resulted in a 

reappearance of native Camas and other vegetation dating back prior to 
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Whidbey Islanders for a Sound Environment 
A Non-Projit Public Benejt Corporation 

P. 0. Box 773 
Coupeville, WA 98239 

settlement and cultivation,   believes this relatively undisturbed 

section of native prairie should be studied prior to proceedin, = with this 

proposal. 

Landusdaesihetics 
OLF Coupeville is located on the eastern edge of the Ebey’s Landing 

Historical Reserve, a unit of the National Parks System designated in 1978. 

Property within the resene is in mixed private, state and federal ownership 

and the over-arching purpose of the reserve is the preservation of scenic 

easements of historical and natura1 si@lcance. The proposed radar tower 

would be three times higher than any other structure visible from the Smith 

Prairie. It‘s discordant appearance would dominate a rural landscape essentially 
unchanged in a century and a half. 

Recreational and culfurai resources 
Smith Prairie is visited and used by visitors to ELHR and their recreational 

use would be diminished consistent with the impact listed above. 

Additional security could impact cunrent and fiture recrcational and 

educational uses of the facility. 

A county recreational field near the north end of the runway attracts many organized 
youth sports events. Will radiation fiom the radar facility affect these chldren and their 
adult supervisors? 

Transpotiation, public services, eic. 
OLF Coupeville is so located so that an accident during FCLP could easily 

close state highway 20, Island County’s only north-south connecting arterial. 

To the extent that this proposed radar tower is a hazard to FCLP operations 

it is a hazard to transportation. 

Any interference to radio transmissions caused by this proposed facility would negatively 
impact Island Transit bus service whose dispatching headquarters are located within one 
mile of the proposed tower. 

Air qualify, noise, and EMF 
WISE is concerned along with the town of Coupeville and Island County Health 

Department that EMF generated by the proposed facility couldlimpact n e d y  
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WISE 
1 WHIDBEY ISLANDERS FOR A SOUND ENVIRONMENT 

A NOWROFIT PuBLlC BENEFIT CORPORA7TOiV 
Post Oflice Box 773 Coupeville, WA 98239 

June 17,1996 

 
Public Mairs Officer 
NAS Whidbey Island 

Comments on the Preliminary EA for Electronic Combat Training Facility at OLF 
Coupeville, NASWI 

Whidbey Islanders for a Sound Environment welcomes the opportunity to comment on a 
preliminary Environmental Assessment for Electronic Combat Training Facility proposed 
for construction at Coupeville. WISE first received a copy of the document in its post 
office box on Thursday June 6, 1996. Three WISE board members and , former 
mayor of the Town of Coupeville and former WISE board member attended an 
informational meeting with NASWI PAO,  the evening of June 10. At ths 
meeting WISE requested a 20 day extension of the June 17 deadline for comment. On 
June 10  informed WISE by e-mail that , CO ofNASWI, had 
denied this request. 

Comment Number 1. A full EIS is needed 
Contrary to the Finding of No Significant Impact recommended in the Preliminary EA we 
find the project development to date and information presented in the preliminary 
document clearly indicate a significant environmental impact. It would be hard for the 
Navy to have settled on a more environmentally sensitive area in the entire county than 
Central Wtudbey with regard to preservation of historical landscapes. The area has a 
twenty-five year history of joint community and governmental involvement in preserving 
scenic easements within an Island County designated Historic District, which became the 
nation's first Historical Reserve ratified by Congress in 1979 and administered as a unit of 
the National Park Service. Likewise the Navy would be hard pressed to find a location 
with a local population more interested in participating in the EIS process than Central 
Whldbey Island. In 1988 over 3 50 persons attended scoping hearings in Coupeville for a 
Navy Air Operations EIS, yet to be released'. So far the Navy has proceed in planning this 
project without public participation and given the high level of community interest this is 
cause enough for reaching the EIS threshold. 

To hrther elaborate this point there are four (sometimes overlapping) constituent 
groupings with a direct interest in this project. These are historical preservationists, 
neighboring property owners, members of the Samish Tribe and recreational users of 
three National Park units, E L W  The Olympic National Park, and the North Cascades 
National Park. WISE, an organization that could be said to represent neighboring property 
owners recently polled its members on the relative importance of five local environmental 

1 7 4UY 1996 
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issues. Over 40% of member households have returned questionnaires and the proposed 
RADAR dome at Coupeville is overwhelmingly the most important issue (next to our 

households failed to list it in the "Top Priority" or "Important" categories.G 
, members primary issue of aircraft noise and safety.) Only two of 48 responding 

In each one of these four public constituencies there are important individual comments 
that will not be registered unless the EA is upgraded to an EIS. Captain  denial of 

,:- the WISE request for a reasonable extension to the comment period only underscores the 
importance of the less rushed and more deliberative EIS process. 
Therefore our number one comment is to renew our written request that interested 
members of the public be given the opportunity to participate in a full EIS process. 

Comment number 2: Reconsider the "No Action" Alternative. 
The preiiminary EA (PEA) is clear in stating that the preferred plan is a less than optimal 
compromise addition to the Navy's current Electronic Warfare mission. 
First, the Navy would have preferred three additional ECTs with the combined capability 
of directing shipboard training off the Washington Coast. The PEA states that due to 
limited fknding the Navy could consider building only one. Secondly, the Coupeville site is 
in no way ideal. Signal separation is only fair and the NAS Whidbey Master Plan states, 
"construction at OLF Coupeville should be discouraged." At the same time the EA admits 
to (but we feel understates) environmental impacts associated with building this facility 
including negative visual impacts as viewed fiom Ebey's Landing Historical Reserve, 
withdrawal of recreational area, ground water withdrawal from one of the most ground 
water sensitive areas in the state. Proposed mitigations to the preferred plan include 
planting an orchard of h i t  trees around the facility, and while a welcome idea, there is no 
mention of the water needed for irrigation and any chemicals used in maintenance, both of 
which need to be added to the environmental impacts. 
The justification of this questionable building projects rests on the assertion of need, and 
the claim that combat readiness would suffer without it. However in the recent Persian 
Gulf contlict there was no evidence of any operational shortfall in EA-6B crews that had 
trained under existing facilities and procedures. On the contrary Whidbey trained EA-6B 
Prowlers and crews were flawlessly proficient, overwhelming a state of the art air defense 
system of a capable adversary who was expecting attack. And they did so without losing 
a single aircraft or crewmember. How much better than perfect will this marginal 
improvement in training make NASWI prowlers? 
Construction of the ECT at Coupeville given its compromise nature and environmental 
impacts should be weighed carefully against the "no action" alternative. This should be 
considered in light of the remaining usehl life of the mission and ECT given the rapid 
evolution of electronic technology and the waning service life of the EA-6B aifiames. The 
basic design of the EA-6B aircraft is forty years old with production beginning in 1970 
and ending in 199 1. In 15 years most of the aircraft will be at the end of their service life if 
the advance of electronic warfare technology hasn't left them behind before that ( there is 
considerable discussion in the literature about miniaturizing electronic warfue 
countermeasure apparatus to the point where advanced capabilities now found only in the 
EA-6B will be fitted into every US combat aircraft.) Will being able to give training 
aircrews one additional signal to detect for the remainder of this mission life be a benefit 
that outweighs the impact of leaving a highly visible and permanent relic of military 
operations at OLF Coupeville? Would these scarce resources not be better spent on 
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. 
. -  development of the next generation of unmanned hi-tech weapons and defense systems, Or 

should it be dedicated to improving the Fallon test range where truly multiple and movable 
, electronic signal emitters are currently in use? If built in Coupeville how will this dome 

look to fbture historians? 
Ironically, the trademark wooden blockhouses built in 1855 that dot the central 
Whidbey country-side as well as the massive concrete bunkers of Fort Casey 
already convey (within the spotlight context of the Historic Reserve) the reality that 

,: much in the way of military construction is never actually needed regardless of how 

compromise facility at Coupeville WISE asks that "no action" be considered as a 
viable option. 

, earnestly desired it is a t  the time it is built. Rather than build this hybrid 

Comment number three: Include operations information, alternatives & restrictions 
This project and the operations it will take part in will directly impact the environment of 
three national park units. At Ebey's Landing National Historical reserve there is a 
recognized visual impact and a safety concern over EM. In the skies over the Olympic 
National Park and North Cascade National Park the public reports that Military Jet 
training disturbs the experience of the wilderness environment. Hikers, rockciimbers and 
horseback riders have registered serious complaints due to military training use of 
recreational wilderness areas. The PEA mentions on page 2-6 "NAS WI aircraft 
operations and aircraft noise are being addressed in a separated Draft EIS being prepared 
by the Navy." It is important to note that that EIS is seven years overdue. The more than 
400 individuals who took part in scoping hearings in Coupeville, Oak Harbor and 
Anacortes have been denied the benefit of that document. It is also important to note that 
National Parks user groups were denied their 1988 scoping request that environmental 
impact on North Cascades Nationd Park be considered in the EIS."' 
WISE requests that the no action be taken on the ECT at Coupeville OLF until the 
NASWI air operations EIS is released. WISE was told at the June 10 meeting with 
Howard Thomas that EA-6B training over the national parks is between 13,000 and 
30,000 feet, and that there would be no increase in training due to the additional ECT. 
WISE requests that operational information concerning EA-6B training over 
National Parks be included in one or both of these documents. That information 
should state in writing the altitude, frequency and intensity of this training to 
establish a baseline. 
And while EAdB Prowler performance was near perfect in recent combat it is not without 
serious safety concerns in training. A total of 209 A-6 type (A6 and EA-6B) aircraft have 
crashed in non-combat accidents since 1965.'' That is more than 20% of all A-6 airframes 
ever built. In the period 1980-84 five EA-6B aircraft crashed while training out of 
NASWI, three in the Olympic Pennisda and one each at Coupeville OLF and Ault Field. 
At Coupeville the crash took place within the Ebey's Landing Historical Reserve. 
The PEA states on page 2-9 "Naval Station Pacific Beach in Grays Harbor County, 
Washington was initially the preferred location of the new ECT facilty." The report goes 
on to say "this site appeared to be suitable for training both shipcrews and aircrews." 
WISE requests the Navy investigate whether the ECT unit currently planned for 
installation at Coupeville might be installed on a Navy ship thus offering the 
multiple training options (and more) of the oceanside location. 

... 



Comment number 4: Complete failure to address environmentaI justice issues. 
The fact that few recognized minority groups live in the Central Whidbey Area does not 

, mean b o d d e  Native tribes do not have an interest in federally owned lands in the region. 
Native American tribes inhabited this land well into the 1930s. Were any part of NASWI 
be surplused in the next quarter century the Samish and Swinomish tribes may well have a 
well founded claim and current federal law would give that claim priority status. The 
authentic voice of Samish Tribe has been ignored by the Federal Government until this 
year when it was granted status as a federally recognized tribe. Considering the indignity 
of past years we think the Federal Government should grant the Samish Tribe and its 
individual members every opportunity to comment on this proposal. The Coupeville OLF 
is land formerly inhabited by these native tribes, and over the past forty years the 
Coupeville OLF has been considered seriously for surplus by the Navy. In the 1950s and 
early 1960s aircraft operated out of NASWI of a size and type unsuited for use at 
Coupeville OLF. In fact the 5400 ft. runway at Coupeville does not meet the Navy's own 
criterion of 8800' minimum for use with high performance jet aircraft. For ten or more 
years after the Korean War the OLF Coupeville field was unused by the Navy. In 1964 the 
Secretary of the Navy,  publicly announced the Navy would surplus the 
field as reported in the June 4 Island Telegraph." When the new A-6 medium attack 
mission (for which NAS Lemoore was specially built) was brought to NASWI by the 
political clout of Senators  and  Coupeville OLF was eventually pressed 
into service despite its substandard status. The 1986 NASWl Master Plan indicates that 
Coupeville OLF is operated under special waivers.' In 1991 the Navy again considered 
closure of Coupeville OLF. Given this history and the substandard nature of the fieId it is 
likely that the property could well be surplused at the end of the EA-6B service life. 
WISE suggests the Navy prepare a removal and site restoration plan for the ECT in 
the event of disuse or surplus. The reason to do this is sound environmental practice 
and Environmental Justice since leaving an unused and unusable radar dome would 
devalue the land in the eyes of native people. 

Comment number 5:  more thorough safety assessment 
Safety is the most important consideration for WISE. We share with the Navy the goal of 
seeing Coupeville OLF through to the end of its service life without another serious 
accident involving loss of property or life. The 1977 Navy AICUZ states: 

Although the field is operationally important as a carrier qualrjkation field, facilities 
at OLF CoupeviIIe do not now meet criteria established for current FCLP operations 
levels. The following improvements are required: 
a. Extend runways -- Runway 14/32 from 5400' lo 8800' Taxiway from 4866 to 8800 
b. Strengthen existing pavement 
c. Improve roads and drainage 
d Acquire land in fee (Accident Potential Zone A land outside the base) 7i acrexYii 

None of these required improvements have ever been implemented. WISE takes the 
position that in operating the field with disregard to its own minimum requirements the 
Navy potentially increases its liability in the event of accident. To W y  construct an 
additional building 45' in height on the Coupeville OLF base prior to implementing its own 
safety requirements adds an additional hazard to navigation and is wrong. 'The PEA 
recognizes the conflict in building an industrial use in the rural area and acknowledges that 
the NASWI master plan states "with no pressing need for additionaf facilities, construction 
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at OLF should be discouraged." page 3-14. In concert with our comment number two we 
do not feel the Navy has demonstrated this "pressing need." 
WISE suggests that a full EIS is needed to determine the actual impacts and explore 
additional alternatives. If it is determined that the Radar Dome needs be built on 
this location, WISE holds fast to the claim that it should be no taller in height than 
other buildings in the area. This could possibly be achieved by building the first 
floor operators' structure underground. 

.:- Neither is WISE satisfied that EMI fiom the Radar Dome will not present a negative 
environmental impact. We dismiss claims of safe operation based on the absence of 
complaints in the course of operating the ECT on the Seaplane Base. These claims are not 
only unscientific but run contrary common sense and WISE experience. Over the past ten 
years WISE has fielded many complaints iYom individuals who felt either constrained to 
lodge a complaint with Navy or County officials, or were convinced it would do no good 
ifthey did. Where health concerns are involved effects may well be cumulative with no 
one acute incident to trigger a complaint, or the complaint itself may be manifest but 
neither sufferer or physician has thought to connect it with EM. WISE also very much 
aware that different thresholds of sensitivity to environmental impacts is a reality. Nor are 
differences in sensitivity constant within an individual or living group. With the onset of 
outside stress or illness otherwise tolerant individuals can become sensitive to 
environmentai pollution from chemical, biological, dust, noise or EMI pollution. Where 
the impacts of EMI on plant and animal life are concerned the possibility of complaint as a 
monitoring process is precluded only well documented independent scientific observation 
and testing could address the issue. 
WISE suggests that if constructed the Navy have a plan to monitor complaints of all 
types relating to the radar and a commitment to address those complaints with 
effective mitigation if substantiated. WISE requests that a more detailed and 
scientific analysis of the possible impact on wild life be included in any subsequent 
EA or EIS pertaining to this project. 

' . 

Comment No. 6:  Need for Antenna Propagation survey. 
Several questions were asked at the meeting with M i . that concerned the amount 
of radiation expected over a 24 hr period and its cumulative effect for the Coupeville 
area. He was unable to answer these. If the radiation is of sufficient strength to require a 
radiation hazard zone and special clothing by its operators then we feel that antenna 
propagation surveys need to be addressed in an EIS. The old common wisdom of "if you 
can't see it, taste it, or smell it, it don't exist", is no longer a acceptable rationale. All types 
of pollution can be harmfhl at threshold levels of detection, including radiation. 

Summary: WISE has heard from its membership, and relays to the Navy that the 
proposed Radar Dome at Coupeville OLF is not without significant Environment 
Impact and therefore requires the completion of a full EIS. This fact is 
demonstrated the concern already expressed, not only by WISE, but by the National 
Parks Service, ELNHR, Town of Coupeville, and Native American Tribes. 
Significant Environmental Impact is also demonstrated by the fact that the Navy 
has already modified its project considerably in light of the NEPA process. The 
preferred site has changed from Pacific Beach to Coupeville, the totaI height of the 
facility has been changed from 75' to 45' with vegetation buffers and color changes. 

(
b
) 
(
6
)









a 7 %  . . .  

NAS WRIDBEX ISLAND 

MASTERPLAN UPDATE 

* * * * * *  

E x i s t i n g  C o n d i t i o n s  Repor t  

30 S e p t e m b e r  1 9 8 6  

w e s t e r n  D i v i s i o n  Naval  E n g i n e e r i n g  F a c i l i t i e s  Command 

. C o n t r a c t  Number N 6 2 4 7 4- 8 5- C- 5 6 0 8  

OLr" C o u p e v i l l e  Waivers 

C - 1 :  ( a )  To p e r m i t  end zones  for R u n w a y s  1 4  and  3 2  to rernzin 
f n a r rower  t h a n  1,500 €eet r e q u i r e d  by c r i t e r i a  and t o  be crossed 

a t  ol-rtor c o r n e r s  b y  roads; (b) To permi t  clear z o n e s  for Runways 
I 1 4  2nd 3 2  t o  remain a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 , 3 0 0  f e e t  w i d e  i n  l i e u  o f  t h e  
I t r a p e z o i d a l  a r e a s  r e q u i r e d  by c r i t e r i a ;  and (c) TO p e r m i t  t h e  

-. . 
" 

runway l e n g t h  t o  r e m a i n  5 , 4 0 0  f e e t  i n  l i e u  of 8 , 5 5 0  f e e t  l e n g t h  
r e q u i r e d .  

C - 2  (T) : To temporarily permit  a g l i d e  a n g l e  of 2O15' 
{approximately 2S:l) in l i e u  of the requ i red  5O:J. approach 
slope. B u i l t  c o n s t r a i n t s  a r e  summarized on F i g u r e  Hos. 2 2  and 
2 3 .  

" " . .  " - .. "" - 
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’. . . surrounding community; i t  is llkely that noise complaints may in- 
crease somewhat from areas under the night FCLP patterns on Runways 
2 4 ,  1 3  and 31. The fact that 15,000 Operations can be added to 
Ault Field without changing the AICUZ makes It clear that CNR con- 
tour corrections are step-functions whlch allow for  considerable 
leeway in operational level. FCLP operations at Ault Field would 
have to triple before the difference would be reflected in the CNR 
con tours. 

I .  

Costs incurred in implementation o f  this strategy are centered on 
administrative expenditures. This strategy imp1 ies careful schedul- 
ing o f  FCLP operations. Planning of deployment activity by the Wing 
Commander will ease FCLP loading at Aul t Field. 

In the event overloading does occur at Ault Field, it would be possible 
to construct a parallel runway (designated IJR-311) such that at all 
times one o f  the para1 le1 runways would serve FCLP operations and the 
other could accommodate arrivals and departures. A runway 8,8001 in 
length with associated taxiway and lighting systems may c o s t  $40-70 
mi 1 1  ion. 

On the other hand, the Wing Commander could assign FCLP deployment to  
other Pacific Fleet support facilities. However, there are considerable 
costs associated with this course of action which are difficult to 
accurately estimate. There would be transfer of maintenance facilities 
and maintenance personnel as well as aircraft squadrons and dependents. 

AI though the fieid is operationally important as a carrier 
qualification field, facilities at OLF Coupeville do not now 
meet criteria established for current FCLP operations levels. 
The following improvements are required: 

a. Extend runways-- , 
Runway 14/32 from 5,400’ to 8,800’ 
Taxiway from 4,866’ to 8,8001 

b.  Strengthen existing pavement 
c. improve roads and drainage 
d. Acquire land in fee (APZ A lands 

outs ide the base) 71 acres. 

The cos t  of bringing OLF Coupeville up to standard i s  approximately 
$8.75 million. Should operations at OLF Coupeville continue, 
i t  is llkely that if planning and zoning alternatives were un- 
successful, extensive restrictive use easements would also have 
to be acquired since OLF Coupeville is in an area more prone 
to second home subdlvision development than Ault Field. 
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For ,Whidbey .Residents and Navy Officials- 

Ily Julie Walker 
Scvcri~l dozen residents in the 

\tlrnirals Cove area of Wllidbcy 
slilnd ;Ire losing .a lot of sleep, 
~~ul-al ly ,  over the Navy's use of 
IS Coupcvillc landing field I o  r 
light flying.- However, lbc Navy 
s also losing a lot of slccp, al- 
bough figuralivcly, over t 11 e 
a t n c  problcrn. 

According lo rcsidcnls, tllc "sil- 

Iangeruus" and '!Admirals Cove 
lalion is critical," "cxcccdingly 

s Ihrcitlened wilh becoming a 
g c  
ir 











June 11, 1996 

Coupeville, WA 98239 

Mr.  
Public Affairs Officer 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island 
Oak Harbor, WA 98278-5000 

Dear Mr. : 

This Letter responds to your invitation to provide comments on the Preliminary 
Environmental Assessment Report for the proposed Electronic Combat Training 
Facility. 

My comments are attached and are in the form of a letter from Vice Admiral W. 
A. Earner, to me, stating that the Assessment Report would include a safety review 
“addressing the concerns raised in my letter of April 27, 1996:‘ My letter of April 27, 
1996 is currently included in the Assessment Report. 

Further comments are in my letter of June 1 1, 1994 to Vice Admiral , 
which details some of the safety criteria that should be in the Assessment Report and 
concludes that none of the 14 possible locations studied to date, is a suitable location 
for the ECTF. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important training facility. 

Sincerely, 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



June 11,1996 

Coupeville, WA 98239 

Vice Admiral   
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) 
Washington, D.C. 20350 

Dear Admiral : 

Thank you for your response to my letter of April 27, 1996 regarding 
construction of a Radar Station (Electronic Combat Training Facility) at the Coupeville 
Outlying Field in Washington State. 

Since your letter of May 20, 1996, I have had the opportunity to review a 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment document and provide comments to Mr. 

 who is the Base Public Affairs Officer at NAS Whidbey. 

Your letter stated that the Environmental “Assessment would address the 
concerns (flight and ground safety) raised in my letter”. In this connection, I want to 
advise you that as of this date the Assessment contains no discussion or evaluation of 
the 14 possible locations for safety and in particular, there is no discussion of the 
possible of probable accident potential at the Coupeville Outlying Field. In addition, 
my name was not on the distribution list, as you said it would be. However, my letter 
on safety was included in the report. I have discussed these omissions with Mr. 

, representing NAS Whidbey, and he will not commit to do the Safety 
analysis that you said would be done, in your letter to me. I am recommending that the 
Assessment include a discussion and analysis of the safety criteria included in my 
letter of April 27, 1996 and listed in the attachment to this letter. 

The Assessment states that out of 14 possible locations “OLF Coupeville was 
the only acceptable location to implement the Proposed Action”. However the 
Assessment Report further states that the Signal Direction of Arrival (DOA) Separation 
“is  but acceptable” at OLF Coupeville. 

It seems to me, as a professional engineer, that to invest $20 million dollars in a 
system that is only “fair” at the outset, and is probably not safe, is a mistake that the 
Navy would want to avoid. In my opinion there are many more possible locations than 
the 14 selected for assessment. The Navy should either  of the 
current possible selections or select some new possible selections and should not 
start construction at a location unless all of the performance parameters are “good” as 
opposed to ”fair”, and the installation is safe. 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)





Attachment 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT TRAINING FACILITY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REPORT 

. .  

RECOMMENDED SAFETY REVIEW 

1. Several years ago an EA-GB aircraft crashed at Coupeville OLF. The aircraft 
was destroyed and the crew were killed. Include in the Assessment Report a map 
showing the crash site as compared to the proposed ECT facility location. 

2. Based on the above crash and the number of flight hours in the patterns 
since the crash, calculate the accidents per million flight hours at Coupeville OLF and 
compare this accident rate with the accident rate at the other 13 possible locations. 

3. Specify the external lighting to be provided for the Radome and the 45 foot 
antenna and discuss the possible distraction these lights may have on pilots practicing 
night carrier landings. 

4. Identify the number of flight operations performed at Coupeville OLF last 
year. 

5. identify the number of wave-offs by LSO’s last year 

6. Discuss the level of training and experience for pilots who are using the field 
for the first time. 

7. Make an overall assessment as to whether the level of safety degradation 
caused by the Electronic Combat Training Facility at Coupeville OLF is consistent with 
Safety being the highest priority for Naval Aviation . 
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Memorandum of Agreement Visual Screening Concept 

Figure 1 



4. The landscape mitigation plan for the area surrounding the ECTF (see Figure 2) would be 
7 .  . '..revised , _  to reduce the number of apple/pear trees to be consistent with a subsistence-level 
. orchard traditionally found in the District. The exact number of trees would be worked out 

later following review of other orchards in the District. Evergreen conifers would also be 
added to the landscape plan to provide year-round screening. The Navy would work with the 

. Trust Board to finalize a plan acceptable to both parties. 
5. The height of the apple/pear trees and conifers to be planted around the ECTF would vary 

depending upon the ability of the ECTF signal to reach the aircrews. Trees planted within the 
general signal area would need to be kept lower (approximately 1/3 up the radome in height). 
Other trees surrounding the ECTF would be allowed to grow taller if they do not block the 
signal. Figure 2 shows where the approximate signal areas are located. The majority of the 
trees would be allowed to grow to their full height thus screening the top of the radome. 
Taller trees along the northern portion of the ECTF would block views from the proposed 
interpretive wayside along Patmore Road. 

6. In the past, the Navy has indicated that the site of the District's proposed interpretive wayside 
along Patmore Road (future vacated County right-or-way) was not suitable because of safety 
concerns. The proposed wayside would be a likely location for visitors and residents to 
watch take-off and landing practice at OLF Coupeville and the safety issue must be fully 
considered before concurrence can be given to the Trust Board. NAS Whidbey Island will 
further research this issue and will contact the Trust Board regarding this issue in the next 
few weeks. The Navy feels that it is important for the mitigation plan to congregate visitors 
to the District away from the proposed ECTF to minimize visual impacts. The proposed site 
of the wayside is about a mile away from the ECTF and the ECTF would appear very small 
in the distance below the treeline. The proposed wayside is a perfect opportunity to 
accomplish this goal. Therefore, the Navy would like to work with the Trust Board on the 
proposed wayside project (see Figure 3). 

In addition, it was discussed at the meeting that the Navy would enter into a Section 106 process 
with the SHPO and would complete a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). The Trust Board 
would be a main party to the MOA. In addition to the final mitigation measures listed in the 
NEPA document, the MOA would provide the Trust Board with additional assurance that the 
measures would be carried out, such as maintaining the landscape over time. The MOA would 
be an agreement between NAS Whidbey Island and the SHPO with the Trust Board as a party to 
the MOA. A draft MOA has been prepared and is included for consideration by the Trust Board. 
It has not been forwarded to SHPO or other agency at this time. Your input on the MOA would 
be appreciated. 

Thank you again for your input. Please contact Mr.  at NAS Whidbey Island at (360) 
 with your comments and further input. 
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’ *  . DRAFT 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN NAVAL AIR STATION, WHIDBEY ISLAND AND THE 

WASHINGTON STATE OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION, REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF 

AN ELECTRONIC COMBAT TRAINING FACILITY AT OLF COUPEVILLE 

WHEREAS, Naval Air Station (NAS), Whidbey Island recognizes the Central Whidbey 
Island Historic District (District) and collocated Ebey’s Landing National Historical 
Reserve are listed on the National Register of Historic Places; and . 
WHEREAS, NAS, Whidbey Island has determined that a second Electronic Combat 
Training Facility (ECTF) is needed to meet its aircrew electronic combat training needs 
and that Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, a component of NAS, Whidbey Island, has 
been determined by NAS, Whidbey Island to be the only suitable site to operate and 
construct a second ECTF; and 

WHEREAS, the operation and construction of a second ECTF at OLF Coupeville by 
NAS, Whidbey Island will have an adverse effect upon the District thereby requiring 
mitigation measures; and 

WHEREAS, NAS, Whidbey Island consulted with the Washington State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Trust Board of Ebey’s Landing National Historical 
Reserve (Trust Board) and National Park Service, and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, regulations implementing Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 4700; 

NOW THEREFORE, NAS, Whidbey Island, SHPO, Trust Board, and ACHP agree that 
NAS Whidbey Island shall implement the undertaking in accordance with the following 
stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the undertakmg on the District. 

Stipulations 

NAS, Whidbey Island will ensure that it carries out the following measures: 

1. Visual Screening: Prior to construction of the second ECTF, and within 60 days 
of the execution of this Memorandum of Agreement, NAS, Whidbey Island will 
implement the recommendations of the SHPO and will consult with the Trust Board to 
finalize a plan to provide for adequate visual screening of the second ECTF. NAS, 
Whidbey Island will provide copies of the documentation to the SHPO. A conceptual 
plan for visual screening is presented in Figures 1 and 2.  

2 .  Interpretive Wayside: NAS, Whidbey Island will work with the Trust Board to 
plan and implement an interpretive wayside project at a safe location in the vicinity of 
OLF Coupeville along Patmore Road. Within 60 days of the execution of this 

1 
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Memorandum of Agreement, NAS, Whidbey Island will implement the recommendations 

interpretive wayside project. The wayside project is intended to congregate visitors to the 
District in an area distant from the second ECTF along the existing self-guided tour route 
and to interpret Smith Prairie and past and present Navy operations at OLF Coupeville. 

anticipated location of the interpretive wayside is presented in Figure 3. 

’. .- of the SHPO and will consult with the Trust Board to finalize a plan to implement the 

. NAS, Whidbey Island will provide copies of the documentation to the SHPO. The 

3. ECTF Radome Removal: NAS, Whidbey Island will remove the upper radome 
portion of the second ECTF within 180 days after the Department of the Navy determines 
that the facility is no longer needed for its original intended use as an ECTF. NAS, 
Whidbey Island will notify the SHPO in writing upon such determination. The remaining 
concrete block structure located below the upper radome may be reused by NAS, 
Whidbey Island. 

4. Mitigation List: NAS, Whidbey Island will implement the mitigation measures 
included in the Environmental Assessment for Electronic Combat Training Facility at 
OLF Coupeville, NASWI (date) and measures applicable to the District will become part 
of this Memorandum of Agreement by reference. 

5. Dispute Resolution: Should the SHPO or the ACHP object to any aspect of the 
implementation of this Memorandum of Agreement, NAS, Whidbey Island will consult 
with the objecting party to resolve the objection. If NAS, Whidbey Island determines that 
the objection cannot be resolved, NAS, Whidbey Island will forward all documentation 
relevant to the dispute to the ACHP. Within 30 days after receipt of all the pertinent 
documentation, the ACHP will either: (a) provide NAS, Whidbey Island with 
recommendations which NAS, Whidbey Island will take into account in reaching a final 
decision regarding the dispute, or; (b) notify NAS, Whidbey Island that it will comment 
pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.6 (c) ( 2 )  with reference to the subject of the dispute. 
Any recommendation or comment provided by the ACHP will be understood to pertain 
only to the subject of the dispute; NAS, Whidbey Island’s responsibility to carry out all 
actions under this Memorandum of Agreement that are not subjects of the dispute will 
remain unchanged. 

6. Amendments: Any party of this Memorandum of Agreement may request that it 
be amended, whereupon the parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.5 (e) ( 5 )  
to consider such amendment. 

7. Anti-Deficiency Act: Any requirement for the payment or obligation of funds by 
the Navy established by the terms of this Memorandum of Agreement shall be subject to 
the availability of appropriated funds, and no provision herein shall be interpreted to 
require obligation or payment of funds in violation of the Anti-Deficeincy Act, U.S.C. 
1341. 

2 
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Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement and implementation of its terms evidence 

construction and operation of a second ECTF at OLF Coupeville, and that NAS, Whidbey 
Island has taken account the effects of the undertakmg on the District. 

7 .  . .  -that NAS, Whidbey Island has afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment on the 

NAVAL AIR STATION, WHIDBEY ISLAND 

By: Date: 
Captain  
Commanding Officer 

WASHINGTON STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

By: Date: 
 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

TRUST BOARD OF EBEY’S LANDING NATIONAL HISTORICAL RESERVE 

By: Date: 
 

Trust Board Chairman 

ACCEPTED for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

By: Date: 
 

Executive Director 
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(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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